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The  notices  of  judgment  herewith  relate  to  cases  arising  in  the  United  States 
District  Courts  and  are  approved  for  publication,  as  provided  in  section  6  of 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1946  ed. 
Supp.  V,  135d). 

H.  E.  Reed, 
Director,  Livestock  Branch, 
Production  and  Marketing  Administration. 

Washington,  D.  C,  October  23, 1952. 


77.  Lack  of  registration,  lack  of  required  information  on  labels,  and  misbranding 
of  "National  Mange  Oil."  U.  S.  v.  1  1-gallon  can  and  4  5-gallon  cans,  more 
or  less,  of  "National  Mange  Oil."  Decree  of  confiscation  and  destruc- 
tion.   (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  28.    I.  D.  No.  17911.) 

The  product,  "National  Mange  Oil,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product 
showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a 
proper  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act,  and  that  certain  statements 
appearing  on  the  labels  were  false  or  misleading. 

On  July  8,  1949,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Minnesota, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  [.raying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  1 
1-gallon  can  and  4  5-gallon  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "National  Mange  Oil,"  at  Ells- 
worth, Minn.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate,  on  or  about  May  19,  1949,  b.v  National  Compound  Com- 
pany, from  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak.,  in  violation  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide, 
and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did 
not  bear  a  proper  ingredient  statement,  in  that  the  active  ingredients  were  not 
so  designated  in  the  ingredient  statement. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
certain  cans  of  the  product  stated,  in  part : 

"CONTENTS  5  GALS." 

*  *  * 
"NATIONAL  MANGE  OIL  is  one  of  the  best  known  agents  known 
for  the  treatment  and  prevention  of  mange  or  scurf  on  hogs,  horses 
and  cattle,  and  a  sure  cure  for  lice  on  hogs,  cattle,  horses,  dogs,  and 
other  domestic  animals.  Also  kills  lleas,  ticks,  bugs,  etc.,  and  de- 
stroys and  prevents  the  hatching  of  their  eggs.     *     *     * 

DIRECTIONS  FOR  USE  WITH  HOGS 

We  find  that  the  best  practice  in  the  hog  lot  is  to  bunch  the  hogs 
in  a  feeding  or  sleeping  pen  and  then  spray  them  thoroughly  with 
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the  oil.  Use  an  ordinary  sprayer  or  sprinkling  can,  or  any  method 
whereby  the  hogs  can  be  given  a  good  coat  of  the  oil,  particularly 
around  the  ears  and  armpits,  and  other  parts  of  the  body  where  the 
mange  or  scurf  is  most  noticeable. 

*  *     * 

Hogs  can  be  kept  free  of  lice  *  *  *  also  by  the  spraying  of 
the  floor  and  walls  of  the  hog  house,  which  will  prevent  the  lice 
eggs  from  hatching. 

For  other  farm  animals  affected  by  mange  or  scurf ;  apply  the  oil 
to  the  affected  parts,  preferable  as  spray. 

*  *     * 
It  will  be  of  great  aid  in  repelling  flies," 

which  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  the  content  of  the  5-gallon 
cans  was  less  than  5  gallons  and,  when  used  as  directed,  the  product:  (1) 
Would  not  be  one  of  the  best  agents  known  for  the  treatment  and  prevention  of 
mange  or  scurf  on  hogs,  horses,  and  cattle;  (2)  would  not  be  a  sure  cure  for 
lice  on  the  animals  indicated;  (3)  would  nut  kill  all  bugs,  or  all  other  insects 
as  implied  by  the  abbreviation  ••etc.";  (4)  would  not  destroy  and  prevent  the 
hatching  of  eggs  of  fleas,  ticks,  bugs,  etc.;  (5)  would  not  control  all  kinds  of 
mange  on  the  domestic  animals  named;  (C>)  would  not  prevent  the  eggs  of 
hog  lice  from  hatching;  and  (7)  would  not  be  of  great  aid  in  repelling  all  flies. 

On  November  26,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  confiscation 
and  destruction  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

78.  Lack  of  required  information  on  label,  variance  between  composition  and 
registration  claims,  adulteration,  and  misbranding  of  "Pergerm  The  Per- 
fumed Disinfectant."  U.  S.  v.  Hysan  Products  Company,  a  corporation. 
Plea  of  guilty.     Fine  $400,  and  certain  costs.     (I.  F.  &  R.  Xo.  61.     I.  D. 

No.  16231.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "Pergerm  The  Perfumed  Disinfectant,"  showed 
that  its  composition  differed  from  that  represented  in  connection  with  its  regis- 
tration under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  in  that 
the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the 
net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers,  nor  a  proper  ingredient 
statement  as  required  by  the  act;  that  the  product  contained  mineral  oil  which 
was  not  mentioned  as  an  ingredient  on  the  labels ;  that  the  product  contained 
more  than  the  10  percent  of  inert  ingredients  claimed  on  the  labels ;  and  that  the 
claims  made  on  the  labels  were  otherwise  false  and  misleading. 

On  March  15,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  criminal  information  in  four  counts  alleging  that  the 
Hysan  Products  Company,  a  corporation,  on  or  about  August  11,  1948,  trans- 
ported the  product  interstate,  from  Chicago,  111.,  to  Fort  Wayne,  Ind.,  and  that 
the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  composition  of  the  product  differed  from  that  claimed 
in  connection  with  its  registration  under  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear 
a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers  as 
required  by  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  in  that  its  strength  or  purity 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  as  expressed  on  its  labeling  since 
it  contained  more  than  the  10  percent  inert  ingredients  claimed  on  its  labels 
and  contained  an  inert  ingredient  (mineral  oil)  in  addition  to  the  water  rep- 
resented, by  the  labels,  as  the  only  inert  substance,  and  in  that  mineral  oil  had 
been  substituted  wholly  or  in  part  for  the  product. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  on  its 
containers  did  not  bear  a  proper  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act, 
and  in  that  certain  statements  on  the  labels  were  false  and  misleading  since 
they  represented  that  the  product:  (1)  Had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  3  plus; 
(2)  when  used  as  directed  could  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect  the  places  and 
articles  named  on  the  labels;  (3)  contained  no  inert  ingredients  other  than 
water;  and  (4)  contained  less  than  10  percent  inert  ingredients,  whereas  the 
product:  (1)  Had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  3;  (2)  when  used  as  directed 
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could  not  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect  the  places  and  articles  named;  (3)  con- 
tained an  inert  ingredient  in  addition  to  water,  to  wit,  mineral  oil;  and  (4) 
contained  more  than  10  percent  inert  ingredients. 

On  March  7,  1951,  the  defendant  corporation  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  on  each  of  the  four  counts,  or  a  total  of  $400, 
plus  certain  costs. 

79.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Bug-Ded  Bedbug  Killer."    U.  Si  v.  Boyle- 

Midway,  Inc.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $500.  ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  66.  I.  D.  Nos. 
18406,18445.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "Bug-Deb  Bedbug  Killer,"  showed  that  it 
contained  less  than  the  5  percent  of  dichloro  diphenyl  trichloroethane  claimed  on 
the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product. 

On  February  14,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  npon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court,  a  criminal  information  in  four  counts  alleging 
that,  on  or  about  January  5,  1949,  and  January  7,  1949,  Boyle-Midway,  Inc., 
shipped  the  product  from  Jersey  City,  N.  J.,  to  New  York,  N.  Y.,  and  that  the 
product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  in  that  its  strength  or  purity 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  expressed  on  its  labeling  since 
the  product  contained  less  than  the  5  percent  of  dichloro  diphenyl  trichloroethane 
claimed  on  its  label. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  contained  statements  which  were  false  and  mis- 
leading since  the  labels  claimed  the  product  contained  5  percent  of  dichloro 
diphenyl  trichloroethane  whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  5  percent 
dichloro  diphenyl  trichloroethane. 

On  March  2,  1951,  the  defendant  corporation  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  on 
March  6,  1951,  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $125  on  each  of  the  four  counts,  or  a 
total  of  $500. 

80.  Lack  of  registration,  misbranding,  and  adulteration  of  "Moth-A-Teria."    U.  S. 

v.  Louis  Herman,  an  individual,  doing  business  as  Better  Homes  Labora- 
tories.   Plea  of  guilty.    Fine  of  $150  and  costs.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  69.    I.  D. 

No.  19987.) 

The  product,  "Moth-A-Teria,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insec- 
ticide, Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product  showed 
that  its  labeling  bore  statements  relative  to  the  product  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  that  the  strength  or  purity  of  the  product  fell  below  the  pro- 
fessed standard  or  quality  expressed  on  its  labeling. 

On  March  24,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  an  information  against  Louis  Herman,  an  individual, 
doing  business  as  Better  Homes  Laboratories,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  August 
11,  1948,  the  defendant  shipped  or  delivered  for  shipment  interstate,  from  Chi- 
cago, 111.,  to  Afton,  Mo.,  132  1-quart  containers  of  an  economic  poison,  known  as 
"Moth-A-Teria,"  in  violation  of  the  act. 

In  count  one,  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

In  count  two,  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act,  in  that  the  labeling  bore  false  and  misleading  statements 
(1)  to  the  effect  that  the  product :  When  used  as  directed  would  be  a  permanent 
mothproofer ;  would  mothproof  or  protect  from  moth  damage  for  the  life  of  the 
fabric ;  would  destroy  and  prevent  moth  larvae,  moths,  and  carpet  beetles  for 
the  life  of  the  fabric  ;  would  not  be  affected  by  dry  cleaning ;  would  destroy  or 
prevent  mold  and  mildew  on  cotton  clothes  and  linens ;  would  mold-  and  mildew- 
proof  garments  for  several  months;  would  destroy  or  prevent  disease-produc- 
ing bacteria  on  clothing,  rugs,  and  furnishings;  would  prevent  and  destroy 
athlete's  foot ;  would  bacteria-proof ;  would  destroy  or  prevent  bacteria ;  would 
destroy  bacteria  on  fabrics,  clothing,  carpets,  rugs,  and  furniture ;  would  germ- 
proof  or  keep  fabric  in  clothing,  furnishings,  and  other  material  free  from  bac- 
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teria  and  fungi;  would  destroy  bacteria  in  hospitals  and  immunize  fabric  to 
bacteria  which  cause  decomposition  and  odors ;  would  immunize  fabrics  to 
bacteria  growth ;  would  germ-proof  handkerchiefs  and  so  prevent  communica- 
tion of  colds ;  would  bacteria-proof  rugs,  home  furnishings,  clothing,  cotton 
goods,  linens ;  would  bacteria-proof  all  wash ;  would  kill  air-borne  disease-pro- 
ducing bacteria  on  fabrics  ;  would  destroy  and  prevent  disease-producing  bacteria 
and  athlete's  foot;  would  bacteria-proof  homes:  and  (2)  that  "Moth-A-Teria" 
was  to  fabrics  what  pasteurization  is  to  milk ;  and  that  socks  dipped  in  "Moth- 
A-Teria"  would  destroy  and  prevent  athlete's  foot. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  its  labeling  stated  in  part:  "ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS  Mag- 
nesium Silicofluoride  .725%  Sodium  Fluosilicate  .505%  Dr.  Rampel's  Perm- 
aseptic  .500%  Inert  Ingredients  98.270%"  whereas  the  product  contained  less 
than  .725  percent  of  magnesium  silicofluoride. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  that  its  label  did 
not  bear  a  proper  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act  since  the  name 
"Dr.  Rampel's  Perm-aseptic"  which  was  stated  in  the  ingredient  statement  on  the 
label  as  the  name  of  an  active  ingredient,  was  a  trade  name  which  had  not  hecome 
a  common  name  for  such  ingredient,  and  since  the  term  "Inert  Ingredients" 
appeared  in  the  ingredient  statement  on  the  label  in  smaller  size  type  than  the 
term  "Active  Ingredients." 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  in  violation  of  the  act  in  that 
its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  as  expressed 
on  its  labeling  since  the  labeling  stated  in  part:  "ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS 
Magnesium  Silicofluoride  .725%  .  .  ."  whereas  the  product  contained  less  than 
0.725  pei-cent  of  magnesium  silicofluoride. 

On  October  25.  1950,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court 
imposed  a  fine  of  $150  and  costs. 

81.  Lack  of  required  information  on  label  and  misbranding  of  "Farmrite 
Ro-Dust."  U.  S.  v.  Central  Chemical  Corporation  of  Lebanon,  a  corpora- 
tion.   Plea  of  nolo  contendere.    Fine  of  $400.     ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  70.    I.  D.  No. 

17477.) 

An  examination  showed  that  the  labels  on  some  of  the  bags  in  a  certain  ship- 
ment of  the  product,  "Farmrite  Ro-Dust,"  did  not  bear  the  name  and  address  of 
the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or  person  for  whom  it  was  manufactured  and  the 
labels  on  some  of  the  bags  in  such  shipment  did  not  bear  a  proper  ingredient 
statement.  The  examination  further  showed  that  the  product,  when  used  as 
directed  on  its  labels  or  in  accordance  with  commonly  recognized  practice,  would 
be  injurious  to  the  crops  on  which  applied. 

The  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Middle  District  of  Pennsylvania,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States  District 
Court  an  information  against  Central  Chemical  Corporation  of  Lebanon,  of 
Lebanon,  Pa.,  alleging  that  on  or  about  February  15,  1949,  the  defendant  shipped 
or  delivered  for  shipment  interstate,  from  Lebanon,  Pa.,  to  Charlottesville,  Va., 
600  4-pound  bags  of  an  economic  poison,  known  as  "Farmrite  Ro-Dust,"  in 
violation  of  the  act. 

In  count  one,  it  was  alleged  that  the  labels  on  some  of  the  bags  did  not  bear 
the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or  of  the  person  for  whom 
the  product  was  manufactured,  as  required  by  the  act. 

In  count  two,  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels 
on  some  of  the  bags  failed  to  bear  an  ingi-edient  statement  showing  the  name 
of  each  active  ingredient  in  the  product,  since  the  labels  stated  in  part : 

"ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS: 

Percent 

Rotenone — not  less  than 0.  75 

Other  Ether  Extractives  of  Cube — not  less  than 1.  50 

Sulfur— not  less  than 10.  00 

INERT  INGREDIENTS— not  more  than 87.75 

TOTAL 100.  00" 

whereas,  the  product  contained  another  active  ingredient,  dinitro  cresol,  which 
was  not  named. 
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In  count  three,  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  mlsbranded  in  that  the 
product  when  used  as  directed  on  its  label  or  in  accordance  with  commonly 
recognized  practice  would  be  injurious  to  the  crops  on  which  applied. 

On  May  1,  1950,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere,  and  the  court 
imposed  a  tine  of  $50  on  count  one,  $50  on  count  two,  and  $300  on  count  three, 
or  a  total  of  $400. 

82.  Lack  of  required  information  on  label,  and  misbranding  of  "Cook's  Chlordane 

Emulsion  Concentrate."  U.  S.  v.  19  1-gallon  cans  and  13  5-gallon  cans, 
more  or  less,  of  "Cook's  Chlordane  Emulsion  Concentrate."  Default  decree 
of  forfeiture  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  72.    I.  D.  No.  17993.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "Cook's  Chlordane  Emulsion  Concentrate," 
showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  include 
a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers; 
that  the  labels  did  not  include  a  warning  or  caution  statement  which  was  neces- 
sary and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  to  prevent  injury  to  living  man  and  other 
vertebrate  animals ;  and  that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed  on  its  labels  or 
in  accordance  with  commonly  recognized  practice,  was  injurious  to  vertebrate 
animals  and  vegetation,  other  than  weeds,  to  which  it  was  applied. 

On  February  15,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  19  1-gallon  cans  and  13  fi-gallon  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "Cook's  Chlordane 
Emulsion  Concentrate,"  at  Kankakee,  111.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an 
economic  poison  and  an  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  and  that,  on  or  about  July  23,  194S,  it  was 
transported  interstate,  by  Cook  Chemical  Company,  from  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  to 
Kankakee,  111.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
comply  with  the  act  in  that  they  failed  to  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or 
measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

The  product  was  alleged  to  be  misbranded  in  violation  of  the  act  in  that  the 
labeling  bore  false  and  misleading  statements  which  implied  or  represented  that 
the  product  would  readily  form  an  emulsion  when  mixed  with  water,  and  that 
the  product  when  used  as  directed  would  be  effective  against  grasshoppers,  chig- 
gers,  ants,  ticks,  and  certain  lawn,  shrubbery,  agricultural,  fruit,  livestock,  and 
industrial  food  plant  insects,  whereas  the  product  would  not  readily  form  an 
emulsion  when  mixed  with  water  and  would  not  be  effective  against  the  named 
insects. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  that  its  labels  did 
not  contain  a  warning  or  caution  statement  which  was  necessary  and,  if  complied 
with,  adequate  to  prevent  injury  to  living  man  and  other  vertebrate  animals,  and 
in  that  when  used  as  directed  on  its  labels  or  in  accordance  with  commonly  recog- 
nized practice  it  was  injurious  to  vertebrate  animals  and  vegetation,  other  than 
weeds,  to  which  it  was  applied. 

On  October  5,  1950,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

83.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Sterni-Kleen  The  Block  Type  De- 

tergent."   U.  S.  v.  2  325-pound  containers,  each  containing  325  pounds, 
1  125-pound  container  containing  125  pounds,  and  1  125-pound  container 
containing  35  pounds,  more  or  less,  of  "Steri-Kleen  The  Block  Type  De- 
tergent."    Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction. 
(I.  F.  &R.  No.  80.     I.  D.  No.  18642.) 
The  product.  "Steri-Kleen  The  Block  Type  Detergent,"  was  not  registered  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.    An  examination  of  the 
product  showed  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an 
ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  April  6,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  North 
Carolina,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  2  325-pound  containers,  each  containing  325  pounds,  1  125-pound  container 
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containing  125  pounds,  and  1  125-pound  container  containing  35  pounds,  more  or 
less,  of  "Steri-Kleen  The  Block  Type  Detergent,"  at  Asheville,  N.  C,  and  alleging 
that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  heen  transported  interstate, 
on  or  about  October  26,  1949,  by  Edwards-Councilor,  from  Norfolk,  Va.,  in 
violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by 
the  act. 

On  January  16,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  delivered  to 
the  County  Commissioners  of  Buncombe  County,  North  Carolina,  for  use  at  the 
County  Home  or  other  public  institutions. 

84.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Jiffy  Mist  Aerosol  Bombs."    U.  S. 

v.  Bri-Test,  Inc.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $75.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  83.  I.  D.  No. 
20622.) 

The  product,  "Jiffy  Mist  Aerosol  Bombs,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product 
showed  that  it  contained  only  1  percent  diehloro  diphenyl  trichloroethane  instead 
of  the  2  percent  claimed  on  its  label. 

On  July  20,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  criminal  information  in  two  counts  alleging  that  Bri-Test, 
Inc.,  a  corporation,  on  or  about  October  28,  1^49,  transported  the  porduct  inter- 
state from  New  York,  N.  Y.,  to  Washington,  D.  C.,  and  that  the  product  was  an 
economic  poison  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  certain  statements  on 
the  label  were  false  and  misleading  since  they  represented  that  the  product  con- 
tained 2  percent  of  diehloro  diphenyl  trichloroethane  whereas  the  product  con- 
tained substantially  less  than  2  percent  of  diehloro  diphenyl  trichloroethane. 

On  October  16. 1950,  the  defendant  corporation  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $75  to  cover  both  counts. 

85.  Lack  of  registration,  lack  of  required  information  on  label,  and  misbranding 

of  "Tra-Fax  Industrial  Floor  Wax."  U.  S.  v.  Service  Industries  (A  Trust), 
a  common  law  trust.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine  of  $100.  (I.  F.  &  R. 
No.  85.     I.D.  No.  19429.) 

The  product,  "Tra-Fax  Industrial  Floor  Wax,"  was  not  registered  as  required 
by  the  Federal  Insecticide.  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  Examination  of  the 
product  showed  that  the  labels  on  its  containers  did  not  state  the  net  weight  or 
measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers  and  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  state- 
ment as  required  by  the  act.  The  examination  also  disclosed  that  the  labeling 
of  the  product  bore  statements  relative  to  the  product  which  were  false  or 
misleading. 

On  July  21,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  an  information  against  Service  Industries  (A  Trust), 
a  common  law  trust,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  June  23,  1949,  the  defendant 
shipped  or  offered  for  shipment  interstate,  from  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  to  Lancaster, 
S.  C,  6  1-gallon  cans  of  an  economic  poison,  known  as  "Tra-Fax  Industrial  Floor 
Wax,"  in  violation  of  the  act. 

In  count  one,  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  had  not  bepn  registered  with 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

In  count  two,  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  did  not  have  affixed  to  its  con- 
tainers a  label  bearing  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers, 
as  required  by  section  3  of  the  act. 

In  count  three,  the  product  was  alleged  to  be  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  its  label  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement,  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of 
inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of 
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each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

The  product  was  alleged  to  be  further  misbranded  in  that  its  labeling  bore 
statements  relative  to  the  product  which  were  false  or  misleading,  since  the 
label  stated,  in  part:  "*  *  *  ALTHo  TRA-FAX,  FORTIFIED  WITH  STERYL 
HAS  5  TIMES  MORE  GERM  KILLING  POWER  THAN  CARBOLIC  ACID, 
IT  IS  SAFE  TO  HANDLE,"  whereas  the  product  would  not  kill  germs  and  did 
not  have  five  time  more  germ  killing  power  than  carbolic  acid. 

On  November  21,  1950,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere,  and  the 
court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50  on  count  one,  $25  on  count  two,  and  $25  on  count  three, 
or  a  total  of  $100. 

86.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  label  and  misbranding  of 

"Odor-Ban  Moth  O-B  Cakes"  and  "Odor-Ban  Electric  Deodorizer."    U.  S. 
v.  28  vials,  more  or  less,  of  6  "Odor-Ban  Moth  O-B  Cakes"  each,  and  24 
packages,  more  or  less,  each  containing  1  vial  of  6  "Odor-Ban  Moth  O-B 
Cakes"  and  an  "Odor-Ban  Electric  Deodorizer."    Default  decree  of  con- 
demnation, forfeiture,  and  destruction.    ( I   F.  &  R.  No.  86.    I.  D.  No.  1735!).) 
The  products,  "Odor-Ban  Moth  O-B  Cakes"  and  "Odor-Ban  Electric  Deodorizer," 
were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act.     An  examination  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the 
products  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of 
the  containers ;  and  the  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  as  required 
by  the  act. 

On  April  20, 1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  Ohio, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  28 
vials,  more  or  less,  of  6  "Odor-Ban  Moth  O-B  Cakes"  each,  and  24  packages, 
more  or  less,  each  containing  1  vial  of  6  "Odor-Ban  Moth  O-B  Cakes"  and  an 
"Odor-Ban  Electric  Deodorizer,"  at  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  alleging  that  the  products 
were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  No- 
vember 11,  1949,  by  the  Cauhorn  Distributing  Company,  from  Detroit,  Mich.,  in 
violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  attached 
to  the  containers  of  the  products  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving 
the  name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  products,  or  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the 
descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together 
with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

On  August  24,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  products. 

87.  Misbranding  of  "Airosol   Insect   Repellant    and  Miticide."     U.   S.  v.   2.720 

12-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Airosol  Insect  Repellant  and  Miti- 
cide."   Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.    (I.  F. 

&  R.  No.  89.    I.  D.  No.  20377. ) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "Airosol  Insect  Repellant  and  Miticide,"  showed 
that  its  labeling  bore  statements  relative  to  the  product  which  were  false  and 
misleading. 

On  May  18,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illi- 
nois, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
Stares  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  lor  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  2,720  12-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Airosol  Insect  Repellant  and 
Miticide,"  at  Chicago.  111.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison 
which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  April  27,  1949,  by  the  East 
End  Carting  Company,  from  Rochester,  N.  Y.,  to  Chicago,  111.,  in  violation  of  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  the  statements:  "TO  REPEL  insects  such  as  mosquitoes,  biting  flies, 
gnats,  ants,  spray  lightly  on  clothes  or  exposed  skin.     TO  KILL  chiggers  (or  red 
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bugs),  harvest  and  scabies  mites,  use  as  above,  with  special  attention  to  socks, 
shoes,  inside  and  outside  of  ti'ouser  cuffs  and  around  other  openings  in  clothes 
to  create  a  barrier  against  the  insects.  TO  OPERATE  DISPENSER:  1.  Pull 
tagged  string  to  remove  protective  tape  and  valve  safety  clip.  2.  Hold  atomizer 
upright,  close  to  —  and  with  arrow  pointing  toward  —  surface  to  be  sprayed. 
3.  Release  spray  by  simply  pressing  the  button.  Net  Contents :  12  fl.  oz.  OUT- 
DOOR PROTECTION:  Airosol  Insect  Repellant  and  Miticide,  in  automatic 
atomizer,  provides  a  new,  convenient  method  of  effective  outdoor  protection 
against  annoying  and  biting  insects,"  and  "We  guarantee  this  dispenser  to  be  free 
from  defect  and  to  contain  high  quality  ingredients,  scientifically  compounded 
to  give  effective  results  when  used  as  directed,"  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  product 
implied  or  represented  that  the  net  content  of  each  of  the  containers  was  12  fluid 
ounces,  that  the  product  when  used  as  directed  would  spray  on  the  surfaces  and 
articles  named,  that  it  was  an  atomizer,  that  it  was  free  from  defect,  and  that  it 
would  provide  a  convenient  method  of  outdoor  protection  against  annoying  and 
biting  insects  ;  whereas  the  net  content  of  each  of  the  containers  was  less  than  12 
fluid  ounces,  and  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  spray  on  the  sur: 
faces  and  articles  named,  was  not  an  atomizer,  was  not  free  from  defect,  and 
would  not  provide  a  convenient  method  of  outdoor  protection  against  annoying 
and  biting  insects. 

On  October  3,  1950,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  the  court  entered  a  default 
decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be 
destroyed. 

88.  Variance  between  claims  on  label  and  registration  representations,  improper 

net  weight  or  measure  statement,  and  misbranding  of  "SterileAir  Triethyl- 
ene  Glycol."  U.  S.  v.  143  pint  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "SterileAir  Tri- 
ethylene  Glycol."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruc- 
tion.   ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  93.    I.  D.  No.  23305.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "SterileAir  Triethylene  Glycol,"  showed  that 
the  claims  made  for  it  on  its  label  differed  in  substance  from  the  representations 
made  in  connection  with  its  registration  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide, 
and  Rodenticide  Act ;  that  the  statement  on  its  labels  of  the  net  weight  or  measure 
of  contents  was  not  in  terms  of  the  largest  unit  present ;  and  that  the  labels  did 
not  contain  a  proper  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  May  IS,  19.30,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Kansas,  acting 
xipon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States  District 
Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  143  pint  con- 
tainers, more  or  less,  of  "SterileAir  Triethylene  Glycol,"  at  Wichita,  Kans.,  al- 
leging that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  inter- 
state, on  or  about  August  G,  1949,  by  the  Sterile  Air  Corporation  of  America,  from 
Kansas  City,  Mo.,  to  Wichita,  Kans.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

The  product  was  alleged  to  be  in  violation  of  the  act  in  that  the  claims  made 
for  it  on  its  label  differed  in  substance  from  the  representations  made  in  connec- 
tion with  its  registration,  and  in  that  the  statement  of  net  weight  or  measure 
of  the  contents  borne  by  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  was  not  in 
terms  of  the  largest  unit  present. 

The  product  was  alleged  to  lie  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that 
the  labels  on  its  containers  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  August  29,  1950,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  the  court  entered  a  default 
decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be 
destroyed. 

89.  Lack  of  registration  and  information  on  the  labels  and  misbranding  of  "A-C 

Deodorol."  U.  S.  v.  Associated  Chemists,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  and  Arthur 
Srebren.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere  and  defendant  placed  on  probation  for 
2  years.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  91.     I.  D.  Nos.  17955  and  20432.) 

The  product,  "A-C  Deodorol,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  showed  that  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement,  nor  direc- 
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tions  for  use,  nor  a  warning  or  caution  statement  necessary  for  the  protection 
of  the  public. 

On  July  10,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  an  information  against  Associated  Chemists,  Inc.,  a  corpo- 
ration, and  Arthur  Srehren.  alleging  that,  on  or  ahout  August  1,  1949,  and 
October  25,  1!)49.  the  defendants  shipped  from  Bartlett,  111.,  to  Valparaiso,  Ind., 
10  400-pound  drums  of  "A-C  Deodorol,"  an  economic  poison,  in  violation  of 
the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the 
descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  to- 
gether with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  warning  or  caution  statement  which 
was  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  to  prevent  injury  to  living  man 
and  other  vertebrate  animals. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  directions  for  use  which  were  necessary 
and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  for  the  protection  of  the  public. 

On  March  12,  1952,  the  defendant,  Arthur  Srebren,  entered  a  plea  of  nolo 
contendere,  and  the  court  ordered  that  the  defendant  be  placed  on  probation  for 
a  period  of  2  years. 

90.  Lack  of  registration  of  "P-51  Insect  Spray  with  D.  D.  T."  and  "Sprayway 

Moth  Proofer."  U.  S.  v.  622  12-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "P-51 
Insect  Spray  with  D.  D.  T.,"  and  46  11-ounce  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "Spray- 
way  Moth  Proofer."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under 
bond.     (I.  F.  &R.  No.  100.     I.  D.  Nos.  1S0S2  and  18083.) 

The  products,  "P-51  Insect  Spray  with  D.  D.  T."  and  "Sprayway  Moth 
Proofer,"  were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act. 

On  July  1!),  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Minnesota, 
acting  on  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  622 
12-ounce  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "P-51  Insect  Spray  with  D.  D.  T."  and 
46  11-ounce  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "Sprayway  Moth  Proofer,"  at  Minneapolis, 
Minn.,  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  trans- 
ported interstate,  on  or  about  April  21,  1950,  and  March  31,  1950,  by  the  Tru-Pine 
Company,  from  Chicago,  111.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

The  Riddit  Products  Co.,  of  St.  Paul,  Minn.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  products, 
requested  their  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them  into  com- 
pliance with  the  act,  and  consented  to  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On 
February  14,  1051.  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  that 
the  products  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

91.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."    U.  S.  v. 

382  8-ounce  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "Pine  Oil   Disinfectant."    Default 

decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  102. 

I.  D.  No.  22734.) 

The  product,  "Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 

Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     An  examination  of  the  product 

showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement 

as  required  by  the  act. 

The  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey,  acting  upon  a 
report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court 
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a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  3S2  S-ounce  bottles, 
more  or  less,  of  "Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  at  Camden,  N.  J.,  alleging  that  the 
product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or 
about  June  1,  1950,  by  R  &  R  Chemicals,  from  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  in  violation  of 
the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  further  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  did  not  bear  an  ingredient 
statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients, 
together  with  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert 
ingredients,  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each 
class;ficat;on,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in 
the  product. 

On  September  29,  1950,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

92.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Saf  T  Sur  Mix."    U.  S.  v.  116 

50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "Saf  T  Sur  Mix."  Default  decree  of  con- 
demnation, forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  103.  I.  D.  No. 
21105.) 

The  product,  "Saf  T  Sur  Mix,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecti- 
cide, Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product  showed 
that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bags  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  as  required 
by  the  act. 

On  August  28,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Washington,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and 
confiscation  of  116  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "Saf  T  Sur  Mix,"  at  Seattle, 
Wash.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  trans- 
ported interstate,  on  or  about  June  28,  1950,  by  the  Saf  T  Sur  Products  Cor- 
poration, from  Franklinville,  N.  Y.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  further  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bags  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  state- 
ment giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together 
with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient 
statement  giving  the  name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients 
in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification, 
together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  June  IS,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

93.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  labels,  misbranding,  and 

adulteration  of  "Pine  Tree  Disinfectant,"  "5%  D.  D.  T.  Insecticide,"  "New- 
ark Coal  Tar  Disinfectant,"  and  "Newark  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."    U.  S. 
v.   Crystal  Chemical   Company,  a  partnership.    Plea  of  guilty.     Fine  of 
$500  on  first  count;  suspended  fines  on  other  counts.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  104. 
I.  D.  Nos.  18528, 18529, 18530,  and  18531.) 
The  product,  "Pine  Tree  Disinfectant,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     An  examination  of  the  product 
showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  the 
name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or  person  for  whom  it  was 
manufactured  ;  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  did  not  bear  an  ingredient 
.statement ;  that  claims  made  on  the  labels  were  false  or  misleading;  and  that  the 
product  contained  more  than  the  55  percent  of  inert  ingredients  claimed  on  the 
labels. 

The  product,  "5%  D.  D.  T.  Insecticide,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product 
showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  state  net 
weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers;  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
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the  containers  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement ;  that  claims  made  on  the 
labels  were  false  or  misleading;  and  that  the  product  contained  substantially  less 
than  the  5  percent  D.  D.  T.  claimed  on  the  label. 

The  product,  •Newark  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant,"  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the 
product  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
state  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers;  that  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  containers  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement;  and  that  claims 
made  on  the  labels  were  false  or  misleading. 

The  product,  "Newark  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  showed 
that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient 
statement ;  that  the  strength  or  purity  of  the  product  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold;  and  that  claims  made  on  the  labels 
were  false  and  misleading. 

The  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  acting  upon 
a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States  District  Court 
an  information  alleging  that  the  Crystal  Chemical  Company,  a  partnership,  on 
or  about  January  ,"..  1950,  December  12,  1949,  December  6,  1940,  and  January  10, 
1050,  respectively,  transported  the  above-named  products  interstate,  from  New 
York,  N.  Yr.,  to  Newark,  N.  J.,  and  that  each  of  the  products  was  an  economic 
poison  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  none  of  these  products  were  registered  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product.  "Pine  Tree  Disinfectant,"  lacked  the  required 
information  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  in  that  such 
labels  did  not  bear  the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or  the 
person  for  whom  the  product  was  manufactured. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  in- 
gredients, together  with  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product, 
or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the 
inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each 
classification,  together  with  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the 
product.  It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  that  certain 
statements  on  the  labels  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  represented  that 
the  product:  (1)  "When  used  as  directed  could  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect;  (2) 
was  safe;  aud  (3)  contained  less  than  .">">  percenl  inert  ingredients,  whereas  the 
product :  (1)  When  used  as  directed  could  not  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect ;  (2)  was 
not  safe;  and  (3)  contained  more  than  35  percent  inert  ingredients. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  in  that  its  strength  or  purity 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  as  expressed  on  its  labeling  since  it 
contained  more  than  the  35  percent  inert  ingredients  claimed  on  its  labels. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product,  "5%  D.  D.  T. 
Insecticide,'1  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents 
as  required  by  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  thai  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the 
descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together 
with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  that  certain  state- 
ments on  the  labels  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  represented  that  the 
product  contained  5  percent  D.  D.  T..  and  when  used  as  directed  would  control 
fleas,  moths,  roaches,  and  bedbugs  whereas  the  product  contained  substantially 
less  than  5  percent  D.  I>.  T.  and.  when  used  as  directed,  the  product  would  not 
control  fleas,  moths,  roaches,  and  bedbugs  nor  would  it  cause  many  insects  and 
bugs  to  die  instantly. 

It  was  alleged  that  tic  product  was  adulterated  in  that  its  strength  or  purity 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  as  expressed  on  its  labeling  since  it 
contained  substantially  less  than  the  5  percent  D.  D.  T.  claimed  on  its  label. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product,  "Newark  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant,"  did  not  have 
affixed  to  its  immediate  containers  a  label  bearing  a  statement  of  the  net  weight 
or  measure  of  the  contents  as  required  by  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  labels  affixed  to  the 
containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending 
order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  that  certain  state- 
ments on  the  labels  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  represented  that  the 
product  when  used  as  directed  could  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect  the  places  and 
articles  named  on  its  label,  whereas  such  product  when  used  as  directed  could 
not  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect  the  places  and  articles  named  on  its  label. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product,  "Newark  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  was  mis- 
branded within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers 
of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  per- 
centage of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order 
of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  that  certain  state- 
ments on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  were  false  or  mis- 
leading in  that  they  represented  that  the  product  when  used  as  directed  could 
be  relied  upon  to  disinfect  the  places  and  articles  and  destroy  the  germs  or 
vermin  named  on  the  labels,  and  that,  the  product  was  a  pine  oil  disinfectant, 
whereas  the  product  when  used  as  directed  could  not  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect 
the  places  and  articles  and  destroy  the  germs  and  vermin  named  on  the  labels, 
and  the  product  was  not  a  pine  oil  disinfectant. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  in  that  its  strength  or  purity 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  since  the 
labeling  on  the  containers  of  the  product  stated  in  part  "Pine  Oil  Disinfectant," 
whereas  commercial  standards  (Commercial  Standard  CS  69-38)  require  a  pine 
oil  disinfectant  to  contain  not  less  than  60  percent  of  steam  distilled  pine  oil 
by  weight,  and  not  more  than  10  percent  of  water  by  weight,  and  the  product 
when  shipped  in  interstate  commerce  contained  substantially  less  than  60  percent 
of  steam  distilled  pine  oil  by  weight,  and  substantially  more  than  10  percent 
of  water  by  weight. 

On  April  25,  1951,  the  Crystal  Chemical  Company  moved  to  dismiss  the  in- 
formation and  to  suppress  the  evidence.  In  denying  the  defendant's  motion,  the 
court  held : 

"The  defendants  contend  that  this  statute  is  invalid  (1)  because  it  is 
too  vague,  indefinite,  obscure  and  uncertain,  and  (2)  because  it  delegates 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the  power  to  determine  what  shall  con- 
stitute a  crime  without  setting  up  a  standard  or  policy  to  be  followed  by 
the  Secretary. 

"An  inspection  of  the  statute  shows  clearly  that  these  contentions  are 
without  merit.  The  defendants  are  charged  specifically  with  violating 
Title  7.  United  States  Code,  Sections  135,  135a  (a)  (1).  135a  (a)  (2)  (a), 
135a  (a)  (2)  (c),  135a  (a)  (5),  and  134b,  in  that  they  failed  to  register 
an  'economic  poison'  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  that  the  said 
'economic  poison'  was  misbranded  and  adulterated  and  not  properly  labeled. 
"The  crimes  are  defined  with  appropriate  definiteness  and  men  of  com- 
mon intelligence  can  easily  determine  the  statute's  meaning.  It  is  there- 
fore not  invalid  for  indefiniteness.    Winters  v.  New  York,  333  U.  S.  507. 

"The  defendants  urge  that  since  six  of  the  counts  alleged  that  the  al- 
leged economic  poisons  delivered  for  shipment  consisted  of  'a  disinfectant' 
and,  since  the  word  'disinfectant'  is  not  used  in  the  statute,  the  statute 
was  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  shipments  in  question. 

"However,  the  mere  fact  that  the  defendants  labeled  their  product  'dis- 
infectant' cannot  take  it  out  of  the  reach  of  the  statute.  See  United  States 
v.  681  Cases,  More  or  Less,  Containing  -Kitchen  fflenzer\  D.  C.  Mo.  1945, 
63  F.  Supp.  286.    The  label  states  in  large  print  'kills  germs'.    Also  on  the 
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label  are  the  words  "An  Effective  Repellant  To  Insects  and  Vermin'.  Thus, 
the  label  itself  shows  clearly  that  the  product  iu  question  was  an  'economic 
poison'  within  the  meaning  of  Section  135  of  the  statute ;  i.  e.,  that  it  was 
'a  substance  or  mixture  of  substances  intended  for  preventing,  destroying, 
repelling,  or  mitigating     *     *     *     insects,     *     *     *,     fungi     *     *     *'. 

"Moreover,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  issued  a  regulation  which 
specificallv  provides  that  a  'disinfectant'  is  a  'fungicide'  and  therefore  an 
'economic 'poison'.    7  C.  F.  R.  (1949  ed.)  Section  162.2. 

"The  Secretary  was  authorized  to  issue  this  regulation  by  Title  7,  United 
States  Code,  Section  135d. 

"The  Congress  could  delegate  this  power.  Yakus  v.  United  States,  321 
U.  S.  414.  The  statute  set  forth  the  necessary  policy  and  standard  to  be 
followed. 

"This  construction,  followed  since  the  statute's  enactment,  is  entitled  to 
great  weight  as  a  construction  of  the  scope  of  the  statute  by  the  agency 
administering  the  provisions  of  the  statute  and  expert  in  its  meaning. 
Spring  City  Foundry  Co.  v.  Comm.  of  Internal  Revenue,  292  U.  S.  182 
(1934)  ;  Bowles  v.  Seminole  Rock  &  Sand  Co.,  325  U.  S.  410  (1945). 

"The  regulation  is  reasonable  and  logical.  Funk  and  Wagnall's  New 
Standard  Dictionary  of  the  English  Language  defines  'disinfectant'  as 
follows : 

'*  *  *  a  substance  used  to  disinfect  or  to  destroy  the  germs  of 
infectious  and  contagious  diseases  *  *  *'. 

It  is  obvious  that  a  disinfectant  is  the  type  of  substance  that  the  Congress 
intended  to  be  covered  by  this  statute  and  is  an  'economic  poison'. 

"The  defendants  also  contend  that  the  exceptions  set  forth  in  the  stat- 
ute [Section  i:;."ia],  'except  viruses  on  or  in  living  men  or  other  animals', 
should  have  been  alleged  in  the  information.  McKelvey  v.  United  States, 
260  U.  S.  353,  clearly  refutes  this  contention. 

"The  defendants  also  claim  that  the  information  is  invalid  since  it 
did  not  state  that  the  shipments  in  question  were  made  in  interstate  com- 
merce. However,  the  information  did  state  that  'at  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  Samuel  Weinreb  and  Joseph  Zimmerman,  the  defendants, 
did  deliver  for  shipment  to  M.  Halper  and  Sons.  Newark,  New  Jersey'. 
That  is  sufficient.     Tutus  v.  United  States,  110  F.   (2nd)   555. 

"The  defendants  also  move  to  suppress  any  and  all  evidence  obtained 
by  the  Government  as  a  result  of  the  inspection  made  of  defendants'  books 
and  records  by  agents  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

"The  statute  [Title  7,  United  States  Code,  Section  135c]  requires  anyone 
dealing  in  'economic  poisons'  to  allow  agents  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture to  have  access  to  their  records.  The  last  sentence  of  this  section 
provides : 

'Notwithstanding  this  provision,  however,  the  specific  evidence  ob- 
tained under  this  section  shall  not  be  used  in  a  criminal  prosecution 
of  the  person  from  whom  obtained.' 

"It  must  be  noted  that  just  the  specific  evidence  obtained  at  the  in- 
spection itself  is  not  to  be  so  used.  The  Government  says  that  it  does  not 
have  any  such  information.  This  statute  does  not  preclude  the  use  of 
evidence  obtained  from  visits  to  consignees,  etc.,  even  though  the  name, 
address,  etc.,  of  the  consignee  was  obtained  through  inspecting  the  books 
of  the  defendants." 

"The  motion  to  dismiss  the  information  is  denied." 

On  June  25,  1951,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  and  the  court  imposed 
a  fine  of  $500  on  the  first  count  and  suspended  fines  on  the  other  counts. 
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94.  Composition  different  from  that  represented  in  connection  with  registration, 

misbranding,  and  adulteration  of  "The  Rocket  Aerosol  Insecticide  Atom- 
izer.' u.  a.  v.  117,  more  or  less,  of  "The  Rocket  Aerosol  Insecticide 
Atomizer."    Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction. 

( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  105.     I.  D.  No.  18047. ) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "The  Rocket  Aerosol  Insecticide  Atomizer," 
showed  that  its  composition  differed  from  the  composition  as  represented  in 
connection  with  its  registration,  that  it  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  that  it  was  adulter- 
ated within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

On  August  29,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Indiana,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  117, 
more  or  less,  of  "The  Rocket  Aerosol  Insecticide  Atomizer,"  at  Fort  Wayne, 
Inrl.,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  July  7,  1950,  tlie  product  was  transported  inter- 
state by  Associated  Chemists,  Inc.,  from  Bartlett,  111.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  and  that  its  composition  differed  from  the  composition  represented 
in  connection  with  its  registration  under  the  act. 

It  was  also  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  in  that  its  labeling  bore  statements,  relative  to  the  ingredients  of  the 
product,  which  were  false  or  misleading  since  the  labeling  stated  in  part: 

"ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS 

Percent 

D.  D.   T.   Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane 3.  00 

Pyrethrins .  20 

Piperonyl  Butoxide* 1.  60 

Petroleum  Distillate 7.  20 

Aromatic  Petroleum  Derivative  Solvent 8.  00 

*(  (Butyl  Carbityl)  (6-Propyl  Piperonyl)  Ether  and  related  compounds.) 

INERT  INGREDIENTS 
Propellants 80.  00" 

whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  3.00  percent  dichloro  diphenyl  trichloro- 
ethane,  less  than  0.20  percent  pyrethrins,  less  than  1.60  percent  piperonyl 
butoxide  (  (Butyl  Carbityl)  (6-Propyl  Piperonyl)  Ether  and  related  compounds), 
and  more  than  S0.00  percent  inert  ingredients. 

The  product  was  alleged  to  be  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that 
its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  as  expressed 
on  its  labeling  since  the  labeling  bore  the  statements  quoted  above,  whereas  the 
product  contained  less  than  3.00  percent  dichloro  diphenyl  trichloroethane,  less 
than  0.20  percent  pyrethrins,  less  than  1.60  percent  piperonyl  butoxide  ((Butyl 
Carbityl)  (6-Propyl  Piperonyl)  Ether  and  related  compounds)  and  more  than 
80.00  percent  inert  ingredients. 

On  November  10,  1950,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  the  court  entered  a  default 
decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be 
destroyed. 

95.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Fumigas."    U.  S.  v.  1  drum  con- 

taining 55  gallons,  more  or  less,  of  "Fumigas."  Default  decree  of  con- 
demnation, forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  107.  I.  D.  No. 
21117.) 

The  product,  "Fumigas,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product  showed  that 
the  label  on  the  container  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  warning  or  caution 
statement  which  is  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  for  the  protection 
of  tlie  public ;  that  the  label  on  the  container  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an 
ingredient  statement ;  and  that  the  label  on  the  container  of  the  product  falsely 
represented  that  the  product  would  control  weevil  and  other  stored  grain  insects. 

On  October  17,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Montana, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  1  drum  containing 
55  gallons,  more  or  less,  of  "Fumigas,"  at  Lewistown,  Mont.,  alleging  that  the 
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product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  heen  transported  interstate,  on  or 
about  August  15,  1950,  by  the  Interstate  Chemical  Company,  from  Spokane,  Wash., 
in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  label  affixed  to  the 
container  of  the  product  did  not  contain  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order 
of  the  percentage  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  statement, 
"FUMIGAS  *  *  *  FUMIGAS  IS  MADE  FOR  THE  CONTROL  OF  WEEVIL 
AND  OTHER  STORED  INSECTS  FOUND  IN  GRAIN.  FUMIGAS  WILL  NOT 
HARM  GRAIN  AND  MAY  BE  APPLYED  DIRECT.  STAY  ABOVE  PRODUCT 
AT  ALL  TIMES  WHEN  FUMIGATING  AS  FUMIGAS  PENETRATES  DOWN- 
WARD. AVOID  INHALING  FUMES  SHAKE  UP  RBL  WELL  BEFORE  EACH 
RUN  OFF.  REORDER  FROM  INTERSTATE  CHEMICAL  CO  2724  E.  DE 
SMET  SPOKANE  WASH,"  borne  on  the  label  was  false  and  misleading  in  that 
it  represented  that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  control  weevil  and 
other  stored  grain  insects,  whereas  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would 
not  control  such  insects. 

On  May  19,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

96.  Lack  of  registration,  failure  of  label  to  bear  statement  of  net  weight  or 
measure  of  content,  misbranding,  and  adulteration  of  "Cleaning  Compound 
Coef.  5+."    U.  S.  v.  3  55-gallon  drums,  2  30-gallon  drums,  and  10  5-gallon 
drums,  more  or  less,  of  "Cleaning  Compound  Coef.  54-."    Consent  decree 
of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  108.     I.  D.  No. 
23716.) 
The  product.  "Cleaning  Compound  Coef.  54-."  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,   Fungicide,   and  Rodenticide  Act.     An  examination   of  the 
product  showed  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a 
statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  content  as  required  by  the  act:  that 
the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  on 
the  containers  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  per- 
centage of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
names  of  each   active  ingredient,   together  with   the  name  of  each   and  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product :  that  the  product  was  further 
misbranded  in  that  its  labeling  did  not  contain  directions  for  use  which  were 
necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  for  the  protection  of  the  public;  that 
the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  that  the  label  stated  :  "Cleaning  Com- 
pound Coef.  54-"  which  implied  that  it  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  54-  whereas 
it  bad  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  54,- :  and  that  the  product  was  adulterated 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold. 

0:i  October  5,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Middle  District  of 
Alabama,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  3  55-gallon 
drums,  2  30-gallon  drums,  and  10  5-gallon  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "Cleaning 
Compound  Coef.  54-,"  at  Montgomery,  Ala.,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  August  18, 
1  !>.">().  the  product  was  transported  interstate  by  Bayou  Industries,  Inc.,  from 
Arabi,  La.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  required 
by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a 
statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  content  as  required  by  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that :  The  labels  on  the  containers  did  not  hear  an  ingredient  statement  giving 
the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement 
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giving  the  name  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product ;  its  labeling  did  not 
contain  directions  for  use  which  were  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate 
for  the  protection  of  the  public;  and  the  label  stated  "Cleaning  Compound  Coef. 
5+"  which  implied  that  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  54-,  whereas  it  had 
a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  5+. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under 
which  it  was  sold. 

Bayou  Industries,  Inc.,  of  Arabi,  La.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product,  re- 
quested its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance  with 
the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  November  1, 
1950,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  orderd  that  the 
product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

97.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Terminix."     U.  S.  v.  70  55-gallcn 

drums,   more  or  less,  of  "Terminix."     Consent  decree  of  condemnation 
and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  109.     I.  D.  No.  17716.) 

The  product,  "Terminix,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  showed  that  the  product  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  a  proper 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient, 
together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert 
ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each 
classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the 
product,  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  October  17,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  70 
55-gallon  drums,  more  or  less,  of  '•Terminix,"  at  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  alleging 
that,  on  or  about  September  11,  1950,  the  product  was  transported  interstate,  by 
the  E.  L.  Bruce  Co.,  from  Memphis,  Tenn.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  required 
by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  a  proper  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  and 
percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of 
each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the 
percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  as  required  by  the  act. 

E.  L.  Bruce  Co.,  of  Memphis,  Tenn.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product,  requested 
its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance  with  the  act, 
and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  December  13,  1950,  a 
consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that 
the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

98.  Lack  of  registration,  failure  of  labels  to  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or 

measure  of  the  content,  and  misbranding  of  "Ramelli  Pine  Oil."    U.  S.  v. 
2  55-gallon  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "Ramelli  Pine  Oil."    Default  decree  of 
condemnation  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  110.     I.  D.  No.  23742.) 
The  product,  "Ramelli  Pine  Oil,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecti- 
cide, Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     An  examination  showed  that  the  labels, 
borne  by  the  containers  of  the  product,  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight 
or  measure  of  the  content  of  the  containers  as  required  by  the  act.     The  exami- 
nation also  showed  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and 
percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of 
each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  October  16,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
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Alabama,  acting  upon  a  report  by  tbe  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  2  55- 
gallon  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "Ramelli  Pine  Oil,"  at  Tuscaloosa,  Ala.,  alleging 
that,  on  or  about  July  3,  1950,  and  October  3,  1950,  the  product  was  transported 
interstate,  by  Rudolph  Ramelli,  Inc.,  from  New  Orleans,  La.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as 
required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  on  the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  net 
weight  or  measure  of  the  content. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  November  21, 1950,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  the  court  entered  a  decree 
of  condemnation,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

99.  Lack  of  registration  and  lack  of  required  information  on  the  label  of  "Pinola 

Liquid  Rosin  Wood  Preserver."  U.  S.  v.  89  1 -gallon  cans  and  49  5-gallon 
cans,  more  or  less,  of  "Pinola  Liquid  Rosin  Wood  Preserver."  Consent 
decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  111. 
I.  D.  No.  23739.) 

The  product,  "Pinola  Liquid  Rosin  Wood  Preserver,"  was  not  registered  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the 
product  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  did  not  bear  a  statement 
of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

On  October  16,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Alabama,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  89  1-gallon  cans  and  49  5-gallon  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "Pinola  Liquid  Rosin 
Wood  Preserver,"  at  Cullman,  Ala.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic 
poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  March  3,  1950,  March 
8,  1950,  and  August  1,  1950,  by  Pinola  Products,  Inc.,  from  Savannah,  Ga.,  in 
violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  lacked  the  required  information  on  its  labels 
in  that  the  labeling  on  the  containers  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight 
or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

Pinola  Products,  Inc.,  of  Savannah,  Ga.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product, 
requested  its  release  under  cash  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  product 
into  compliance  with  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation 
decree.  On  December  11,  1950,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it 
was  ordered  that  the  condemned  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

100.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Miracle  49  Screwworm  Remedy." 

U.  S.  v.  70  1-pint  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "Miracle  49  Screwworm  Remedy." 

Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R. 

No.  112.     I.  D.  No.  21829. ) 

The  product,  "Miracle  49  Screwworm  Remedy,"  was  not  registered  under  the 

Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     An  examination  of  the 

product  showed  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an 

ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  November  3,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Texas,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
70  1-pint  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "Miracle  49  Screwworm  Remedy,"  at  Sanderson, 
Tex.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  trans- 
ported interstate,  on  or  about  October  6,  1950,  by  the  Cow  Capital  Laboratories, 
from  Kissimmee,  Fla.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  tbe  product  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  per- 
centage of  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product  or  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the 
descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  to- 
gether with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  January  31,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  product. 

101.  Lack  of  registration,  misbranding,  and  adulteration  of  "Cetylcide  Germi- 
cidal Concentrate  For  Instrument  Disinfection."    U.  S.  v.  113  boxes,  each 
containing  8  10-cc.  ampules,  more  or  less,  of  "Cetylcide  Germicidal  Con- 
centrate For  Instrument  Disinfection."    Default  decree  of  condemnation, 
confiscation,  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  113.     I.  D.  No.  18724.) 
The  product,  "Cetylcide  Germicidal  Concentrate  For  Instrument  Disinfection," 
was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act.    An  examination  showed  that  the  product  was   misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  labeling  bore  reference  to  registration  under  the 
act  as  follows :  "U.  S.  REG.  APPL.  FOR"  and  "U.  S.  REG'N.  APPL'D.  FOR." 
The  examination  showed  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  labeling  stated,  in  part : 

"ACTIVE   INGREDIENTS 

Percent 

Cetyl  Dimethyl  Ethyl  Ammonium  Bromide 13 

Isopropyl  Alcohol 13 

INERT  INGREDIENTS 74" 

whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  13  percent  of  cetyl  dimethyl  ethyl  am- 
monium bromide  and  contained  another  active  ingredient,  Alkyl  (CsHn  to  CisHn) 
Dimethyl  Benzyl  Ammonium  Chloride,  which  was  not  named  in  the  ingredient 
statement;  the  carton  label  stated:  "THIS  PACKAGE  CONTAINS  EIGHT 
AMPULES  OF  APPRON.  10  cc.  EACH"  which  was  indefinite  and  may  have  been 
misleading;  the  labeling  stated,  in  part,  "NONTOXIC,"  that  the  product  was 
a  sterilizing  solution,  and  that  when  used  as  directed  it  could  be  relied  on  to 
sterilize  instruments,  kill  anaerobic  spore-forming  bacteria  such  as  CI.  sporogenes 
or  disinfect  in  the  presence  of  clotted  blood,  whereas  the  product  was  not  a 
sterilizing  solution,  was  not  nontoxic,  and  when  used  as  directed  could  not  be 
relied  on  to  sterilize  instruments,  kill  anaerobic  spore-forming  bacteria  such  as 
CI.  sporogenes  or  disinfect  in  the  presence  of  clotted  blood.  The  product  was 
adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  another  ingredient,  Alkyl 
(C8Hi7  to  CisHs?)  Dimethyl  Benzyl  Ammonium  Chloride  was  substituted  wholly 
or  in  part  for  the  cetyl  dimethyl  ethyl  ammonium  bromide  declared  to  be  present 
in  the  product. 

On  November  3, 1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  113  boxes,  each 
containing  S  10-cc.  ampules,  more  or  less,  of  "Cetylcide  Germicidal  Concentrate 
For  Instrument  Disinfection,"  at  Washington,  D.  C,  alleging  that,  on  or  about 
August  14,  1950,  the  product  was  transported  interstate,  by  Cetylite  Industries, 
Inc.,  from  New  York,  N.  Y.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as 
required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  the  labeling  bore  reference  to  registration  under  the  act. 

The  product  was  alleged  to  be  further  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  in  that  the  labeling  stated,  in  part : 

"ACTIVE   INGREDIENTS 

Percen  t 

Cetyl  Dimethyl  Ethyl  Ammonium  Bromide 13 

Isopropyl  Alcohol 13 

INERT  INGREDIENTS 74" 
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whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  13  percent  of  cetyl  dimethyl  ethyl  am- 
monium bromide  and  contained  another  active  ingredient,  Alkyl  (CsHi7  to  Ci8H37) 
Dimethyl  Benzyl  Ammonium  Chloride,  which  was  not  named  in  the  ingredient 
statement :  the  carton  label  stated :  "THIS  PACKAGE  CONTAINS  EIGHT  AM- 
PULES OF  APPROX.  10  cc.  EACH"  which  was  indefinite  and  may  have  been 
misleading;  the  labeling  stated,  in  part,  "NONTOXIC,"  that  the  product  was  a 
sterilizing  solution,  and  that  when  used  as  directed  it  could  be  relied  on  to 
sterilize  instruments,  kill  anaerobic  spore-forming  bacteria  such  as  Gl.  sporogenes 
or  disinfect  in  the  presence  of  clotted  blood,  whereas  the  product  was  not  a 
sterilizing  solution,  was  not  nontoxic,  and  when  used  as  directed  could  not 
be  relied  on  to  sterilize  instruments,  kill  anaerobic  spore-forming  bacteria  such 
as  CI.  spprogenes  or  disinfect  in  the  presence  of  clotted  blood. 

The  product  was  alleged  to  be  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in 
that  another  ingredient,  Alkyl  (C8H17  to  CiSH37)  Dimethyl  Benzyl  Ammonium 
Chloride  was  substituted  wholly  or  in  part  for  the  cetyl  dimethyl  ethyl  ammonium 
bromide  declared  to  be  present  in  the  product. 

On  December  13,  1950,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  the  court  entered  a  decree 
of  condemnation  and  confiscation,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be 
destroyed. 

102.  Lack  of  registration  of  "Retox  Containing  Lindane."    U.  S.  v.  120  2-ounce 

bottles  and  118  4-ounce  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "Retox  Containing  Lin- 
dane."   Default    decree    of   condemnation,    forfeiture,    and    destruction. 

( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  114.     I.  D.  No.  23758. ) 

The  product,  "Retox  Containing  Lindane,"  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  November  3,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Mississippi,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and 
confiscation  of  120  2-ounce  bottles  and  118  4-ounce  bottles,  more  or  less,  of 
"Retox  Containing  Lindane,"  at  Columbus,  Miss.,  alleging  that  the  product  was 
an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  August 
28,  1950,  by  the  Re-Mark  Chemical  Co.,  Inc.,  from  Miami,  Fla.,  in  violation  of 
the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  October  1, 1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

103.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Ya-De  The  5  Year  Guaranteed 

Mothproof."    U.  S.  v.  19  1-gallon  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "Ya-De  The 
5  Year  Guaranteed  Mothproof."    Default  decree  of  condemnation,  for- 
feiture, and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  115.     I.  D.  No.  22989.) 
The  product,  "Ya-De  The  5  Year  Guaranteed  Mothproof,"  was  not  registered 
under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     An  examination 
showed  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the 
ingredient  statement  on  the  labels  of  the  product  was  not  printed  in  type  of  such 
size  that  it  would  be  likely  to  be  read  and  understood  by  the  ordinary  individual 
under  customary  conditions  of  purchase  and  use. 

On  November  10,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Oklahoma,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
19  one-gallon  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "Ya-De  The  5  Year  Guaranteed  Mothproof," 
at  Tulsa,  Okla.,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  July  28,  1950,  the  product  was  trans- 
ported interstate,  by  the  Crossland  Manufacturing  Co.,  Inc.,  from  Toledo,  Ohio, 
in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  required 
by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  the  ingredient  statement  appearing  on  its  labels  was  in  such  small 
type  that  it  was  not  prominently  placed  on  the  labels  with  such  conspicuousness 
as  to  render  it  likely  to  lie  read  and  understood  by  the  ordinary  individual  under 
customary  conditions  of  purchase  and  use. 
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On  November  27,  1950,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  the  court  entered  a  decree 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

104.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Dixie  Klemm  Odorless  Toilet 

Renovator  and  Cleanser."    U.  S.  v.  1  50-pound  drum,  more  or  less,  of 

"Dixie  Klemm  Odorless  Toilet  Renovator  and  Cleanser."    Consent  decree 

of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  116.     I.  D. 

No.  23760.) 

The  product,  "Dixie  Klemm  Odorless  Toilet  Renovator  and  Cleanser,"  was  not 

registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     An 

examination  of  the  labeling  showed  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the 

meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving 

the  name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,   together  with  the  total 

percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement 

giving  the  name  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  witli  the  name  of  each  and 

total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  November  8,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Mississippi,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  1 
50-pound  drum,  more  or  less,  of  "Dixie  Klemm  Odorless  Toilet  Renovator  and 
Cleanser,"  at  Greenwood,  Miss.,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  July  19,  1950,  the 
product  was  transported  interstate,  by  the  Dixie  Chemical  Products  Co.,  Ltd., 
from  Birmingham,  Ala.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  required 
by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  per- 
centage of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of  each 
active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  February  23,  1951,  the  Dixie  Chemical  Products  Co.,  Ltd.,  of  Birmingham, 
Ala.,  having  waived  objections  to  forfeiture,  the  court  entered  a  decree  of  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

105.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  labels  and  misbranding 

of  "Spra-White  Liquid  Insecticide."  U.  S.  v.  98  5-gallon  cans,  more  or 
less,  of  "Spra-White  Liquid  Insecticide."  Consent  decree  of  condemna- 
tion and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  117.     I.  D.  No.  18117.) 

The  product,  "Spra-White  Liquid  Insecticide,"  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the 
product  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers  and 
lid  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  November  7,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Wisconsin,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confis- 
cation of  98  5-gallon  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "Spra-White  Liquid  Insecticide,"  at 
Madison,  Wis.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate,  on  or  about  May  15,  1950,  by  the  Berry  Seed  Company, 
from  Clarinda,  Iowa,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the 
descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together 
with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

Standard  Seed  &  Feed  Company,  of  Madison,  Wis.,  claimed  ownership  of 
the  product,  requested  its  release  under  bond  pursuant  to  the  act,  and  consented 
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to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  December  11,  1950,  a  decree  of 
condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  released 
to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

106.  Lack  of  registration  and  failure  of  labels  to  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight 
or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers  of  "100-S  Houston's  Rote- 
none  Mixture."    U.  S.  v.  10  100-pound  bags,  7  50-pound  bags,  and  15  25- 
pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "100-S  Houston's  Rotenone  Mixture."    Con- 
sent decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F, 
&  R.  No.  118.     I.  D.  No.  19601.) 
The  product,  "100-S  Houston's  Rotenone  Mixture,"  was  not  registered  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.    An  examination  showed 
that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  failed  to  bear  a  statement 
of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

On  November  15,  1950,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Tennessee,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
10  100-pound  bags,  7  50-pound  bags,  and  15  25-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "100-S 
Houston's  Rotenone  Mixture,"  at  Morristown,  Tenn.,  alleging  that,  on  or  about 
May  17,  1950,  and  May  29,  1950,  the  product  was  transported  interstate,  by  the 
Sam  Houston  Co.,  from  Talladega,  Ala.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as 
required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  failed 
to  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 
Sam  Houston  Co.,  of  Talladega,  Ala.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product, 
requested  its  release  under  bond  fo*r  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance 
with  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  March 
8,  1951,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  by  the  court,  and 
it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

107.  Misbranding  and  adulteration  of  "Flipo  Special  Screen  and  Outdoor  Spray." 

U.  S.  v.  191  1-quart  bottles  and  168  1-pint  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "Flipo 

Special  Screen  and  Outdoor  Spray."    Default  decree  of  condemnation  and 

destruction.     ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  119.     I.  D.  No.  23740. ) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "Flipo  Special  Screen  and  Outdoor  Spray," 

showed  that  it  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Insecticide, 

Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the 

product  stated,  in  part : 

"25%  DDT 

CONCENTRATE 


Dichloro   diphenyl   Trichloroethane    (DDT,    Setting   Point    89°    C. 
Minimum) 25%  by  wt." 

whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  25  percent  dichloro  diphenyl  trichlo- 
roethane (DDT).  The  examination  also  showed  that  the  product  was  adul- 
terated within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength#or  purity  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold. 

On  January  5,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Alabama,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  191 
1-quart  bottles  and  168  1-pinf  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "Flipo  Special  Screen  and 
Outdoor  Spray,"  at  Jasper,  Ala.,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  July  11,  1950,  the 
product  was  transported  interstate  by  the  Eagle  Products  Co.,  from  Chattanooga, 
Tenn.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  and  that  it  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  labels 
on  the  product  represented  the  product  to  contain  25  percent  dichloro  diphenyl 
trichloroethane  (DDT)  by  weight,  whereas  the  product  contained  substantially 
less  than  that  amount  of  DDT. 


60  INSECTICIDE,    FUNGICIDE,    AND    RODENTICIDE    ACT  [N.  J.,  I.  F.  R. 

The  product  was  alleged  to  be  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in 
that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  as  ex- 
pressed on  its  labeling  since  its  labels  bore  the  statement,  quoted  above,  which 
implied  or  represented  that  the  product  contained  25  percent  dichloro  diphenyl 
trichloroethane  by  weight,  whereas  the  product  contained  substantially  less  than 
that  amount  of  DDT. 

On  February  7,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  the  court  entered  a  decree 
of  condemnation,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

108.  Lack  of  registration  of  "Chapman-Gilbert  Fly  Kill."    U.  S.  v.  31  1-gallon 

containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Chapman-Gilbert  Fly  Kill."    Default  decree 
of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  120.     I.  D. 

No.  21869.) 

The  product,  "Chapman-Gilbert  Fly  Kill,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodentieide  Act. 

On  January  30,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Arizona, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  riled  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  31 
1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Chapman-Gilbert  Fly  Kill,"  at  Tucson,  Ariz., 
alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  in- 
terstate, on  or  about  September  20, 1950,  by  Chapman-Gilbert  Co.,  from  San  Diego, 
Calif.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  April  9,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  released  to  the 
Post  Office  and  Federal  Building,  Tucson,  Ariz.,  for  its  use. 

109.  Lack  of  registration  of  "Grisham's  Green  Guard  Parathion  Dust  01%"  and 

"Grisham's  Green  Guard  01%  Lindane  Dust  For  Vegetable  Crops."    U.  S. 
v.  18  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "Grisham's  Green  Guard  Parathion 
Dust  01%"  and  50  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "Grisham's  Green  Guard 
01%  Lindane  Dust  For  Vegetable  Crops."    Consent  decree  of  condemna- 
tion and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  121.     I.  D.  Nos.  23094  and 
23095.) 
The  products,  "Grisham's  Green  Guard  Parathion  Dust  01%"  and  "Grisham's 
Green  Guard  01%  Lindane  Dust  For  Vegetable  Crops,"  were  not  registered  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodentieide  Act. 

On  January  9,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Arkansas,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  18  50- 
pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "Grisham's  Green  Guard  Parathion  Dust  01%"  and 
50  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "Grisham's  Green  Guard  01%  Lindane  Dust 
For  Vegetable  Crops,"  at  Alma,  Ark.,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  May  18,  1950, 
August  30,  1950,  and  September  8,  1950,  the  products  were  transported  interstate, 
by  Grisham's,  from  Oklahoma  City,  Okla.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  required 
by  section  4  of  the  act. 

H.  E.  Grisham,  of  Oklahoma  City,  Okla.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  products, 
requested  their  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them  into  compli- 
ance with  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  May 
3,  1951,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  by  the  court,  and  it  was  ordered 
that  the  products  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

110.  Lack  of  registration   and  misbranding  of  "Glamorene  The  Professional 

Carpet  Cleaner"  and  "Glamorene  For  Carpet  Glamour."    U.  S.  v.  2,807 
Vz -gallon  and  264  1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Glamorene  The 
Professional  Carpet  Cleaner,"  and  1,199  1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less, 
of  "Glamorene  For  Carpet  Glamour."    Consent  decree  of  condemnation 
and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  122.     I.  D.  Nos.  19604  and  19605.) 
The  products,  "Glamorene  The  Professional  Carpet  Cleaner"  and  "Glamorene 
For  Carpet  Glamour,"  were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungi- 
cide, and  Rodentieide  Act.     An  examination  showed  that  the  products  were  mis- 
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branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  their  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingre- 
dient statement  giving  the- name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  to- 
gether with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with 
the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  January  11,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  a 
libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  2,807  ^-gallon  and  264 
1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Glamorene  The  Professional  Carpet 
Cleaner,"  and  1,199  1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Glamorene  for  Carpet 
Glamour,"  at  Washington,  D.  C,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  November  30,  1950, 
the  products  were  transported  interstate,  by  Jerclaydon,  Inc.,  from  Miami 
Beach,  Fla.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  required 
by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  in  that  their  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

The  Slade  Company,  Inc.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  claimed  ownership  of  the 
products,  requested  their  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them 
into  compliance  with  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  de- 
cree. On  January  19,  1951,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was 
ordered  that  the  products  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

111.  Lack  of  registration  of  "GRUBPO."    U.  S.  v.  16  5-pound  cans  and  176 

1-pound  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "GRUBPO."  Default  decree  of  condemna- 
tion, forfeiture,  and  destruction.     ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  123.     I.  D.  No.  23090.) 

The  product,  "GRUBPO,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  January  11,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Arkansas,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
16  5-pound  cans  and  176  1-pound  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "GRUBPO,"  at  Spring- 
dale,  Ark.,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  February  21,  1950,  the  product  was  trans- 
ported interstate,  by  Vet  Products,  Inc.,  from  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  in  violation  of 
the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  wras  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as 
required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  February  26,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  the  court  entered  a  decree 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  de- 
stroyed. 

112.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  label,  adulteration,  and 

misbranding  of  "Ritter's  'Kill-'Em-AH'  Roach,  Ant,  and  Moth  Killer." 
U.  S.  v.  53  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Ritter's  'Kill-'Em-AH'  Roach,  Ant, 
and  Moth  Killer."    Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  de- 
struction.    (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  124.     I.  D.  No.  23794.) 
The  product,  "Ritter's  'Kill-'Em-AH'  Roach,  Ant,  and  Moth  Killer,"  was  not 
registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     An 
examination  of  a  sample  of  the  product  showed  that  its  strength  and  purity 
fell  below  the  standard  or  quality  represented  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  con- 
tainers of  the  product ;  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  did  not  bear  an  in- 
gredient statement ;  the  labels  did  not  contain  directions  for  use  which  are 
necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  for  the  protection  of  the  public ;  and 
the  labels  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents 
of  the  containers  in  terms  of  the  largest  unit  present. 

The  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  Mississippi,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States  District 
Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  53  containers, 
more  or  less,  of  "Ritter's  'Kill-'Eni-AH'  Roach,  Ant,  and  Moth  Killer,"  at  Hatties- 
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burg,  Miss.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate,  on  or  about  August  18,  1950,  by  Ritter  Pest  Control,  from 
Kerrville,  Tex.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  proper  statement  of  the  net  weight 
or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers,  inasmuch  as  the  labels  stated  the 
net  weight  of  the  product  as  "16  oz.  when  packed"  and  the  statement  should 
have  been  in  terms  of  the  largest  unit  of  weight  present,  that  is,  a  pound,  and  a 
statement  of  the  net  weight  of  the  product  when  packed  did  not  comply  with 
the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  bore  the  statements  : 

"Positively  KILLS  Roaches,  Ants,  and  Moths 
(Including  Silverfish)     Contains  Pyrethrum 


DIRECTIONS 

Apply  with  our  Duster  (GUN)  by  blowing  into  cracks  and  crevices 
in  and  around  woodwork  and  furniture.  Kills  by  suffocation  and 
contact  in  from  4  to  10  minutes,  prevents  eggs  from  hatching. 

NOT  dangerous  around  children,  pets,  or  food,  but  sure  death  to 
bugs. 

*     *     * 
Net  weight  when  packed,  16  oz. 
*     *     *" 

which  were  false  and  misleading  since  the  statements  implied  or  represented 
that  Uie  product:  (1)  When  used  as  directed  would  be  effective  against  ants 
and  moths;  (2)  contained  pyrethrum;  (3)  would  kill  roaches,  ants,  moths, 
and  silverfish  in  from  4  to  10  minutes;  (4)  would  prevent  the  eggs  of  these 
insects  from  hatching;  and  (5)  would  not  be  dangerous  around  children,  pets, 
or  food ;  and  that  the  net  weight  of  the  product  when  packed  was  16  ounces ; 
whereas  the  product:  (1)  When  used  as  directed  w.ould  not  be  effective  against 
ants  and  moths;  (2)  did  not  contain  pyrethrum;  (3)  would  not  kill  roaches, 
ants,  moths,  and  silverfish  in  from  4  to  10  minutes;  (4)  would  not  prevent  the 
eggs  of  these  insects  from  hatching ;  and  (5)  would  be  dangerous  around  children, 
pets,  or  food ;  and  the  net  weight  of  the  product  when  packed  was  less  than 
16  ounces. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  did  not  bear  a  warning  or  caution  statement  which  is  necessary 
and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  to  prevent  injury  to  living  man  or  other  verte- 
brate animals. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  .labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  per- 
centage of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of  each 
of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the 
percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  in  that  its  strength  or  purity 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  as  stated  on  the  containers  since 
the  labels  bore  the  statement  "contains  pyrethrum,"  whereas  the  product  did 
not  contain  pyrethrum. 

On  April  19, 1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 
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113.  Lack    of    registration    of    "Dixie    Laurel    Odo-Wint   Disinfectant   Coef.   6 

F.  D.  A."  U.  S.  v.  59  1-gallon  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "Dixie  Laurel  Odo- 
Wint  Disinfectant  Coef.  6  F.  D.  A."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and 
release  under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  120.     I.  D.  No.  18709.) 

The  product,  "Dixie  Laurel  Odo-Wint  Disinfectant  Coef.  6  F.  D.  A.,"  was  not 
registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Kodenticide  Act. 

On  February  20,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, acting  upon  a  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  59  1-gallon 
cans,  more  or  less,  of  "Dixie  Laurel  Odo-Wint  Disinfectant  Coef.  6  F.  D.  A.," 
at  Washington,  D.  C,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  November  13,  1950,  the  product 
was  transported  interstate,  by  Harley  Soap  Company,  from  Philadelphia,  Pa., 
in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning, 
of  the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  re- 
quired by  section  4  of  the  act. 

Harley  Soap  Company,  of  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product, 
requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance 
with  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  March  28, 
1951,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product 
be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

114.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Lange's  Animal  Repellent  Rope." 

U.  S.  v.  287  cans,  more  or  less,  containing  100  feet  each,  of  "Lange's  Ani- 
mal Repellent  Rope."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation,  and  release 
under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  127.     I.  D.  No.  22014. ) 

The  product,  "Lange's  Animal  Repellent  Rope,"'  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the 
product  showed  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an 
ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  March  1,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  287  cans,  more  or  less,  containing  100  feet  each,  of  "Lange's  Animal 
Repellent  Rope,"  at  Detroit,  Mich.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic 
poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  January  2,  1951,  by 
Gilbert  Laboratories,  from  Morristown,  N.  J.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingi-edient  statement  giving  the 
name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending 
order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

William  F.  Lange  and  John  George  Lange,  doing  business  as  W.  F.  Lange  and 
Son,  a  partnership,  Detroit,  Mich.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product,  requested 
its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance  with  the 
act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  August  16,  1951, 
a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be 
released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

115.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Lange's  Tree  Wound  Dressing." 

U.  S.  v.  144  '/2-pint  containers,  143  1-pint  containers,  72  1-quart  containers, 
and  6  1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Lange's  Tree  Wound  Dress- 
ing."     Default    decree    of    condemnation,    forfeiture,    and    destruction. 
( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  128.     I.  D.  No.  22013. ) 
The  product,  "Lange's  Tree  Wound  Dressing,"  was  not  registered  under  the 

Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     An  examination  of  the 

product  showed  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear 

an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  March  1,  1951,  the  United   States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 

Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the- 


64  INSECTICIDE,    FUNGICIDE,    AND    RODENTTCIDE    ACT  [N.  J.,  I.  P.  R. 

United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and 
confiscation  of  144  %-pint  containers,  143  1-pint  containers,  72  1-quart  contain- 
ers, and  6  1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Lange's  Tree  Wound  Dressing," 
at  Detroit,  Mich.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had 
been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  January  2,  1951,  by  Gilbert  Laboratories, 
from  Morristown,  N.  J.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  containers  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and 
percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of 
each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of 
the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  August  7,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

116.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Wooster  Lawn  Bilder  Contains 

2,4-D  Weed  Killer."  U.  S.  v.  430  10-pound  bags,  155  25-pound  bags,  and 
110  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "Wooster  Lawn  Bilder  Contains  2,4-D 
Weed  Killer."    Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond. 

( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  130.     I.  D.  No.  18772. ) 

The  product,  "Wooster  Lawn  Bilder  Contains  2,4-D  Weed  Killer,"  was  not 
registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An 
examination  showed  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  March  6,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  430  10-pound  bags, 
155  25-pound  bags,  and  110  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "Wooster  Lawn  Bilder 
Contains  2,4-D  Weed  Killer,"  at  Washington,  D.  C,  alleging  that,  on  or  about  Feb- 
ruary 23,  1950,  and  April  5,  1950,  the  product  was  transported  interstate,  by 
Heeman  Manufacturing  Company,  from  Wooster,  Ohio,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  and  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as 
required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and 
percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of 
each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

Heeman  Manufacturing  Company,  of  Wooster,  Ohio,  claimed  ownership  of 
the  product,  requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into 
compliance  with  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree. 
On  March  22,  1951,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered 
that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond 

117.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Dr.  Chuck's  BHC  Roost  Paint." 

U.  S.  v.  24  1-gallon  containers,  264  1-quart  containers,  and  111  1-pint  con- 
tainers, more  or  less,  of  "Dr.  Chuck's  BHC  Roost  Paint."    Default  decree 
of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  131.     I.  D. 
No.  21209.) 
The  product,  "Dr.  Chuck's  BHC  Roost  Paint."  was  not  registered  under  the 

Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     An  examination  showed 

that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient 

statement. 

On  March  16,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Oregon, 

acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  riled  in  the  United  States 
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District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
24  1-gallon  containers,  264  1-quart  containers,  and  111  1-pint  containers,  more 
or  less,  of  "Dr.  Chuck's  BHC  Roost  Paint,"  at  Portland,  Oreg.,  alleging  that 
the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on 
or  about  January  5,  1951,  by  the  Dr.  F.  Y.  Chuck  Research  Laboratory,  from 
Palo  Alto,  Calif.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending 
order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  May  IS,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

118.  Lack  of  registration  of  "Cedar-Lux."    U.  S.  v.  10  50-pound  containers,  91 

10-pound  containers,  and  188  5-pound  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Cedar- 
Lux."    Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F. 

&R.  No.  132.     I.  D.  No.  23416.) 

The  product,  "Cedar-Lux,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  March  9,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Louisiana,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and 
confiscation  of  10  50-pound  containers,  91  10-pound  containers,  and  18.S  5  pound 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Cedar-Lux,"  at  Bossier  City,  La.,  and  alleging  that 
the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on 
or  about  November  30,  1950,  December  16,  1950,  January  26,  1951,  and  February  8, 
1951,  by  Cedar-Lux  Products  Co.,  Inc.,  from  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  in  violation  of 
the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  May  3,  1951,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was 
ordered  that  the  product  be  released  under  bond  to  the  Cedar  Lux  Products  Co., 
Inc.,  its  claimant,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  product  into  compliance  with 
the  act. 

119.  Lack  of  required  information  on  labels  and  misbranding  of  "Fortified  Pine 

Oil  Disinfectant."  U.  S.  v.  29  5-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Forti- 
fied Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture, 
and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  133.     I.  D.  No.  18774.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  showed  that 
the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement 
of  the  name,  brand,  or  trade-mark  of  the  product ;  a  statement  of  the  net  weight 
or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers ;  an  ingredient  statement ;  nor  a 
warning  or  caution  statement  as  required  by  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide, 
and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  March  12,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
29  5-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  at 
Washington,  D.  C,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which 
had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  January  31,  1951,  by  Chemical 
Service  of  Baltimore,  from  Baltimore,  Md.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did 
not  bear  a  statement  of  the  name,  brand,  or  trade-mark  under  which  the  product 
was  sold. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  did  not  bear  a  statement 
of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  did  not  hear  directions  for  use  which  are  necessary  and,  if  com- 
plied with,  adequate  for  protection  of  the  public. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  per- 
centage of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  tbe  inert 
ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of  each 
of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  per- 
centage of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  June  8,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  delivered 
to  Gallinger  Hospital,  Washington,  D.  C,  for  its  use. 

120.  Lack  of  required  information  on  label,  adulteration,  and  misbranding  of 

"Gold  Seal  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."  U.  S.  v.  161  1-gallon  containers,  more 
or  less,  of  "Gold  Seal  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."  Consent  decree  of  con- 
demnation and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  134.     I.  D.  No.  18763.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "Gold  Seal  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  showed  that 
the  labels  on  its  containers  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure 
of  the  contents  of  the  containers ;  that  the  product  had  less  than  5.5  times  the 
disinfectant  strength  of  phenol  under  the  conditions  of  the  phenol  coefficient 
test ;  and  that  false  and  misleading  claims  were  made  on  the  labels  of  the  product. 

On  March  20,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  161 
1-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Gold  Seal  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  at  Wash- 
ington, D.  O,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate,  on  or  about  June  26,  1950,  August  16,  1950,  and  September 
13,  1950,  by  National  Chemical  Laboratories  of  Pennsylvania,  from  Philadelphia, 
Pa.,  in  violation  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear 
a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contentSQof  the  containers  as 
required  by  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  as  ex- 
pressed on  its  labeling  since  it  had  less  than  5.5  times  the  disinfectant  strength 
of  phenol  under  the  conditions  of  the  phenol  coefficient  test,  claimed  on  its  labels. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  certain  statements  on  the  labels  affixed  to  its  containers  were  false 
and  misleading  since  they  represented  that  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient 
of  5.5  F.  D.  A.  Method,  and  when  used  as  directed  could  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect 
the  places  and  articles  named  on  the  labels,  whereas  the  product  had  a  lower 
phenol  coefficient  than  claimed  and  when  used  as  directed  could  not  be  relied 
upon  to  disinfect  the  places  and  articles  named. 

On  April  26,  1951,  a  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was 
ordered  that  the  product  be  released  under  bond  to  National  Chemical  Labora- 
tories of  Pennsylvania,  its  claimant,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  product  into 
compliance  with  the  act. 

121.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Lesanco  Pine  Odor  Disinfectant." 

U.  S.  v.  2  55-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Lesanco  Pine  Odor  Disin- 
fectant."    Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction. 

(I.  F.  &  R.  No.  135.     I.  D.  No.  23S67.) 

The  product,  "Lesanco  Pine  Odor  Disinfectant,"  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  showed 
that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient 
statement  or  contain  directions  for  use  which  are  necessary  for  the  protection 
of  the  public. 

On  March  26,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Florida,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  2  55-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Lesanco  Pine  Odor  Disinfectant,-'  at 
Daytona  Beach,  Fla.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which 
had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  January  15,  1951,  by  Southern 
Sanitary  Company,  from  Atlanta,  Ga.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 


. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
containers  of  the  product  did  not  contain  directions  for  use  which  are  necessary 
and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  for  the  protection  of  tlie  public. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
containers  of  tbe  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  tbe  name  of 
each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  tbe  descending  order  of 
the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  tbe  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

On  August  3,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

122.  Misbranding  of  "Pestmaster  Insect  Repellent."    U.  S.  v.  16  dozen  2-ounce 

tubes,  more  or  less,  of  "Pestmaster  Insect  Repellent."  Default  decree  of 
condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  136.  I.  D.  No. 
22011.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "Pestmaster  Insect  Repellent,"  showed  that  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  containers  represented  that  the  contents  of  the  containers 
weighed  2  ounces,  avoirdupois,  whereas  the  net  contents  weighed  less  than 
2  ounces,  avoirdupois. 

On  March  29,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
16  dozen  2-ounce  tubes,  more  or  less,  of  "Pestmaster  Insect  Repellent,"  at  Chicago, 
111.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported 
interstate,  on  or  about  May  24,  1949,  and  July  27,  1949,  by  Michigan  Chemical 
Corporation,  from  St.  Louis,  Mich.,  in  violation  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungi- 
cide, and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
containers  of  the  product  bore  the  statement:  "Contents:  2  oz.  (avd.)"  whereas 
the  net  contents  of  the  containers  weighed  less  than  2  ounces,  avoirdupois. 

On  August  2,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy  the 
product. 

123.  Misbranding  and  adulteration  of  "Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfec- 

tant." U.  S.  v.  2  55-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Pine-Crown  Forti- 
fied Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture, 
and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  13S.     I.  D.  No.  1S781.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  •"Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant," 
showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  falsely  represented  that  the  prod- 
uct was  stronger  and  more  effective  for  disinfecting  purposes  than  ordinary  pine 
oil  disinfectant  and  that  the  product  contained  no  oil  other  than  pine  oil.  An 
analysis  of  the  product  showed  that  oil  other  than  pine  oil  had  been  substituted 
for  pine  oil. 

On  April  9, 1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States  District 
Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  2  55-gallon 
•containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  at 
Washington,  D.  C,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had 
been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  January  31,  1951,  by  Chemical  Service  of 
Baltimore,  from  Baltimore,  Md.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  statements : 

"Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant  Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A. 
Contains  Pine  Oil  Fortified  With  Other  Potent  Bactericidal  Agents 

*  *     * 

Contents — Active  Ingredients  Ortho-Benzyl  -Pa  ra-Chlorophenol 

Pine  Oil  Inert  Ingredients 

Soap  Water  10% 

Isopropyl  Alcohol 

*  *     * 
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Directions  For  Use 

Be  sure  all  dirt  is  swept  up  and  removed  before  applying  disinfectant. 

For  proper  disinfection,  surface  should  be  thoroughly  wetted  with 

disinfectant  solution  as  described  below. 

Solution  A :  Use  1  part  of  Dis.  with  100  parts  water 
Solution  B :  Use  1  part  of  Dis.  with  200  parts  water 
Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A.  against  E.  Typhi 

As  a  Disinfectant 

For  Urinals  and  Toilets :  Clean  daily  with  Solution  A.    Pour 
excess  solution  in  pail  down  urinal  drains. 

For  Public  Places :  In  schools,  hotels,  theaters,  office  buildings, 
etc.  wash  freely  all  floors,  desks,  etc.  with  Solution  A. 
Cuspidors :   Clean  with  Solution  A.     Leave  small  amount  in 
cuspidor. 

Garbage  Receptacles,  Etc  :  Wash  entire  surface  thoroughly  with 
Solution  A. 

Telephone  and  Dictating  Machine  Mouthpieces :   Wash  thor- 
oughly with  Solution  A. 

Kennels,  Stables,  Chicken  Houses,  Etc :  Wash  all  surfaces  thor- 
oughly with  Solution  A.     Allow  to  remain  for  approximately 
10  minutes  and  then  mop  up  thoroughly  with  clear  water. 
*     *     *" 

appearing  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  were  false  or 
misleading  since  the  statements  implied  or  represented  that  the  product:  (1) 
Was  stronger  and  more  effective  for  disinfecting  purposes  than  ordinary  pine  oil 
disinfectant ;  (2)  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  5.0  F.  D.  A.  Method  against  8.  typhosa 
(E.  typhi)  ;  (3)  contained  no  oil  other  than  pine  oil;  and  (4)  when  used  as 
directed  could  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect  urinals,  toilets,  garbage  receptacles, 
telephone  and  dictating  machine  mouthpieces,  floors  and  desks  in  schools,  hotels, 
theaters  and  office  buildings,  surfaces  in  kennels,  stables,  and  chicken  houses, 
and  all  other  surfaces,  articles,  and  places  implied  by  the  abbreviation  "etc." ; 
whereas,  the  product:  (1)  Was  not  stronger  and  more  effective  for  disinfecting 
purposes  than  ordinary  pine  oil  disinfectant;  (2)  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less 
than  5.0  F.  D.  A.  Method  against  S.  typhosa  (E.  typhi)  ;  (J3)  contained  oil  other 
than  pine  oil ;  and  (4)  when  used  as  directed  could  not  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect 
urinals,  toilets,  garbage  receptacles,  telephone  and  dictating  machine  mouth- 
pieces, floors  and  desks  in  schools,  hotels,  theaters  and  office  buildings,  surfaces 
in  kennels,  stables,  and  chicken  houses,  and  all  other  surfaces,  articles,  and 
places  implied  by  the  abbreviation  "etc." 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  in  that  a  substance  had  been 
substituted  wholly  or  in  part  for  the  product  since  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
containers  bore  the  statement : 

"Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant 
*     *     * 
Contents — Active  Ingredients 
Pine  Oil 
Soap 

Isopropyl  Alcohol 
Ortho-Benzyl-Para-Chlorophenol 
Inert  Ingredients 
Water  10%" 

which  implied  or  represented  that  the  product  was  a  disinfectant  containing  pine 
oil  and  no  other  type  of  oil,  whereas  oil  other  than  pine  oil  had  been  substituted 
wholly  or  in  part  for  the  product. 

On  June  8,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  released  to 
Gallinger  Hospital,  Washington.  D.  O,  for  its  use. 

124.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  labels  and  misbranding 
of  "Green  Light  74%  Chlordane  Emulsifiable  Concentrate  For  Agricul- 
tural Use."    U.  S.  v.  11  1-quart  bottles  and  22  1-pint  bottles,  more  or  less, 
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of  "Green  Light  74%  Chlordane  Emulsifiable  Concentrate  For  Agricul- 
tural Use."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond. 
(I.  F.  &  R.  No.  140.    I.  D.  No.  21907.) 

The  product,  "Green  Light  74%  Chlordane  Emulsifiable  Concentrate  For  Agri- 
cultural Use."  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers 
of  the  product  represented  that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  would  con- 
trol ticks,  tiies.  leaf  hoppers,  and  all  other  insects  implied  by  the  term  "etc.," 
whereas  the  product  would  not  control  ticks,  flies,  leaf  hoppers,  and  all  other 
insects  implied  by  the  term  "etc.";  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  did 
not  contain  directions  for  the  protection  of  the  public  or  a  warning  or  caution 
statement:  and  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
state  that  the  product  would  be  injurious  to  certain  cucurbit  crops. 

On  April  25,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Arizona, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  11 
1-quart  bottles  and  22  1-pint  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "Green  Light  74%  Chlordane 
Emulsifiable  Concentrate  For  Agricultural  Use,"  at  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  alleging  that 
the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on 
or  about  October  28,  1950,  by  Klauss-White,  from  San  Antonio,  Tex.,  in  violation 
of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  statements : 

"GREEN  LIGHT  74%  CHLORDANE  EMULSIFIABLE  CONCEN- 
TRATE FOR  AGRICULTURAL  USE 

Kills  GRASSHOPPERS,  ANTS,  ALFALFA  WEEVILS,  LYGUS 
BUGS.  TICKS.  CHIGGERS,  FLEAS,  FLIES,  Army  Worms.  Onion 
Thrips,  Potato  Beetles,  Leaf  Hoppers,  Squash  Bugs,  and  many  other 
garden  and  field  insects. 

*  *     # 

a  GREEN  LIGHT  Product 

Contains 
TECHNICAL  CHLORDANE 

*  *     * 

GREEX  LIGHT  74%  CHLORDANE  EMULSIFIABLE 

CONCENTRATE  FOR  AGRICULTURAL  USE 

DIRECTIONS 

One  gallon  to  400  gallons  water ;  1  qt.  to  100  gallons  water ;  1  pt.  to 

50  gallons  water ;  y2  pt.  to  2.1  gallons  water ;  3  ounces  to  10  gallons 

water ;  1  tahlespoonful  to  1  gallon  water. 

VEGETABLE  CROP  PESTS— Spray  with  50  gal.  of  mixture  per  acre 
at  1  to  3  week  intervals.    No  harmful  residue  will  be  left  on  edible 
portions  of  plants  if  last  spraying  is  3  weeks  before  harvest. 
LAWNS — For  control  of  red  bugs,  fleas,  ants,  etc.,  wet  grass  thor- 
oughly with  above  mixture.    Repeat  as  needed. 

GRASSHOPPERS — Spray  foliage  on  which  grasshoppers  are  feeding 
with  50  gallons  of  mixture  per  acre.  Repeat  at  1  to  3  week  intervals 
as  needed. 

CUT  ANTS,  RED  ANTS.  ETC.     *     *     * 
Manufactured  by  Klauss-White,  San  Antonio,  Texas." 

appearing  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  were  false  or 
misleading  since  they  implied  or  represented  that  the  product,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  control  ticks,  flies,  leaf  hoppers,  and  all  other  insects  as  indicated 
by  the  abbreviation  "etc."  whereas  the  product  would  not  control  ticks,  flies,  leaf 
hoppers,  and  all  other  insects. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  warning  or  caution  statement 
which  was  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  to  prevent  injury  to  living 
man  and  other  vertebrate  animals,  and  that  the  labels  recommended  the  product 
for  use  on  forage  crops  and  did  not  bear  a  warning  or  caution  against  use  on 
forage  crops  to  be  fed  to  dairy  animals  or  animals  being  finished  for  slaughter. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  when  used  as  directed 
for  squash  bug  control  it  would  tie  injurious  to  certain  cucurbit  crops. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  direct  that  the  product  should  not  be  used 
on  the  edible  parts  of  food  crops  within  30  days  of  harvest. 

Klauss-White  claimed  ownership  of  the  product,  requested  its  release  under 
bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance  with  the  act.  and  consented 
to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  July  20,  1051.  a  decree  of  condemna- 
tion was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant 
under  bond. 

125.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Optox."     U.  S.  v.  144  1-ounce 

bottles  and  142  6-ounce  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "Optox."  Consent  decree 
of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  141.     I.  D.  No. 

L'2r,12. ) 

The  product,  "Optox,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  showed  that  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement. 

On  April  24,  1051,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  144  1-ounee  bottles  and  142  6-ounce  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "Optox," 
at  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which 
had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  January  10.  1051,  by  Hitox  Products 
Corporation,  from  Elmira,  N.  Y.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending 
order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

Aggeler  &  Musser  Seed  Co.,  of  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  claimed  ownership  of  the 
product,  requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the 
product  into  compliance  with  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  con- 
demnation decree.  On  August  20,  1051,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered, 
and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

126.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Safe-Way  2-1  Mixture  Toxaphene- 

DDT  Emulsifiable."  U.  S.  v.  38  55-gallon  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "Safe- 
Way  2-1  Mixture  Toxaphene-DDT  Emulsifiable."  Consent  decree  of  con- 
demnation and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  143.     I.  D.  No.  23827.) 

The  product.  "Safe-Way  2-1  Mixture  Toxaphene-DDT  Emulsifiable,"  was  not 
registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An 
examination  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did 
not  bear  an  ingredient  statement. 

On  May  :j.  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Oklahoma,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  playing  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  38  55-gallon  drums,  more  or  loss,  of  "Safe-Way  2-1  Mixture  Toxaphene- 
DDT  Emulsifiable,"  at  Hobart,  Okla.,  alleging  tbat  the  product  was  an  economic 
poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  March  20,  1051,  by 
Safe-Way  Farm  Products  Company,  from  Austin.  Tex.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient  together  with  tbe  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending 
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order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with 
the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

Safe-Way  Farm  Products  Company,  of  Austin,  Tex.,  claimed  ownership  of 
the  product,  requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into 
compliance  with  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree. 
On  June  19,  1951,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered 
that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

127.  Misbranding  of  "Pestmaster  Insect  Repellent  No.  1400."    U.  S.  v.  400  dozen 

2-ounce  tubes,  more  or  less,  of  "Pestmaster  Insect  Repellent  No.  1400." 
Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R. 

No.  144.     I.  D.  No.  21982.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "Pestmaster  Insect  Repellent  No.  1400,"  showed 
that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  represented  the  contents 
as  2  ounces  (avd.)  whereas  the  net  contents  of  each  container  was  less  than 
2  ounces. 

On  June  15,  1051,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  400  dozen  2-ounce  tubes,  more  or  less,  of  "Pestmaster  Insect  Repellent 
No.  1400,"  at  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic 
poison  which  bad  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  December  31,  1949, 
and  January  27,  1950,  by  Michigan  Chemical  Corporation,  from  St.  Louis,  Mich., 
in  violation  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  product  bore  the  statement:  "Contents:  2  oz.  (AVD.)" 
whereas  the  net  contents  of  each  container  was  less  than  2  ounces  (AVD.). 

On  August  8,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

128.  Misbranding  of  '"Spandy."    U.  S.  v.  976  1-quart  containers,  more  or  less,  of 

"Spandy."    Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction. 

( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  145.     I.  D.  No.  22812. ) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "Spandy,"  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  containers  represented  that  the  product  was  a  germicide,  disinfectant,  or 
fungicide,  and  would  destroy  bacteria  and  fungi  and  that  the  claims  on  the 
labels  were  false  and  misleading. 

On  May  17,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  976  1-quart  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Spandy,"  at  Easton,  Pa., 
alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported, 
on  or  about  February  19,  1951,  by  G.  N.  Coughlan  Co.,  from  West  Orange,  N.  J., 
in  violation  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  attached 
to  the  containers  of  the  product  stated  : 

"SPANDY 
NEW!  POTENT  GERMICIDE 

DISINFECTANT 

ANTISEPTIC— FUNGICIDE 

DEODORANT 

*   *   * 

DISINFECTANT  SPANDY  has  great  germ  killing  power— quickly 
destroys  most  bacteria  and  germs.  Use  1  oz.  (2  tablespoons)  of 
SPANDY  to  gallon  of  water  for  all  general  sanitizing  purposes 
including — ■ 

Basements  Diapers  Linens  Scrub  Pails  Trunks 

Bath  Rooms  Floors  Mattresses  Sinks  Uniforms: 

Cabinets  Furniture  Mops  Shelves  Athletic,  etc. 

Closets  Laundry  Refrigerators  Socks  Walls 

Clothing  Sprinkle  Rugs  Supporters  Woodwork 
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THE  SUPER  SANITIZER 

DEODORANT  SPANDY  deordorizes  by  destroying  those  bacteria 
and  fungi  that  cause  unpleasant  odors.  Leaves  no  disagreeable 
chlorine  or  'hospital  smell.'  Use  equal  parts  SPANDY  and  water 
to  deodorize — 

Garbage  Pails  .  Bed  Pans  .  Urinals  .  Sputum  Cups  .  Pet  Houses 
A  dilution  of  1  oz.  (2  tbsp. )  SPANDY  to  gal.  of  water  will  effectively 
deodorize — 

Sick  Rooms  .  Toilet  Bowls  .  Rubber  Sheets  .  Club  Lockers 
Sports  Apparel  .  Dress  Shields  .  Food  Odors  on  Hands  and 
Chopping  Blocks,  etc. 
MAKES  LAUNDRY  CLINICALLY  CLEAN  AND  MILDEW- 
PROOF  !  A  final  rinse  of  1  oz.  SPANDY  TO  GALLON  OF  WATER 
helps  protect  laundry  against  deep-rooted  odors,  mildew  and  infec- 
tious germs,  bacteria  and  fungi. 

*  *     * 

FUNGICIDE— MILDEW  PROOFER 

Use  1  oz.  SPANDY  to  gallon  of  water  to  kill  fungi  that  cause  mildew 
or  decay  ...  in  laundry-rinse,  in  sprinkling  before  ironing  and  as 
,  wall  wash.  USE  AS  SPRAY  to  control  mildew-rot  in  leather  goods, 
■clothing,  curtains,  drapes,  rugs,  etc.  As  a  deodorant  and  for  ex- 
treme mildew  or  fungus  conditions  such  as  occur  in  sneakers,  shoes, 
dress  shields,  athletic  equipment,  etc.,  SPRAY  OR  WASH  LIBER- 
ALLY WITH   EQUAL   PARTS   SPANDY   AND   WATER. 

*  *     * 

MARVELOUS  FOR  DIAPERS 

leading  test  laboratories  certify  that  a  SPANDY  rinse  leaves  diapers 
sanitized  and  clinically  clean — extra  safe  for  baby's  skin.  Diapers 
rinsed  in  SPANDY  smell  sweet  and  clean,  feel  soft  and  fluffy. 
SPANDY  clean  diapers  help  prevent  diaper  rash.  FOR  DIAPER 
RINSE  USE  1  OZ.  TO  GALLON  OF  WATER. 


NO  MORE  UNPLEASANT 
DIAPER  CAN  ODOR! 

SPANDY  eliminates  diaper  can  odor  immediately  .  .  .  protects 
soiled  diapers  against  germs  and  fungi.  In  conventional  diaper  can, 
fill  deodorant  dispenser  with  SPANDY.  If  soiled  diapers  are  stored 
in  water,  use  1  OZ.  SPANDY  TO  GALLON  OF  WATER.  If  soiled 
diapers  are  not  stored  in  water,  sprinkle  each  diaper  generously 
with  SPANDY  solution   (1  OZ  SPANDY  TO  4  OZ.  WATER). 

PROTECT  BABY  AGAINST 

GERMS  BY  WASHING  TOYS, 

CLOTHING  AND  NURSERY 

ARTICLES  WITH  SPANDY 


Contents :  1  Quart" 

and  that  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  rep- 
resented that  the  product,  when  used  as  directed,  (1)  would  act  as  a  potent 
germicide,  disinfectant,  and  fungicide  to  disinfect  and  destroy  most  bacteria  and 
germs  found  in  basements,  bathrooms,  cabinets,  closets,  refrigerators,  scrub 
pails,  sinks,  trunks,  and  laundry,  and  found  on  clothing,  diapers,  floors,  furni- 
ture, linens,  mattresses,  mops,  rugs,  shelves,  socks,  supporters,  uniforms,  walls, 
and  woodwork;  (2)  would  destroy  bacteria  and  fungi  that  cause  unpleasant 
odors  in  garbage  pails,  bed  pans,  urinals,  sputum  cups,  pet  houses,  sick  rooms, 
club  lockers,  and  toilet  bowls,  and  on  rubber  sheets,  sports  apparel,  and  dress 
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shields,  and  that  cause  food  odors  on  hands  and  chopping  blocks,  and  all  odors 
indicated  by  the  abbreviation  "etc.";  (3)  would  act  as  a  fungicide  in  laundry 
rinse  to  kill  fungi  that  cause  mildew  or  decay;  (4)  would  provide  clinically 
clean  diapers;  and  (5)  would  protect  babies  against  germs  when  used  to  wash 
toys,  clothing,  and  nursery  articles ;  and  that  the  net  contents  of  each  of  the 
containers  of  the  product  was  1  quart ;  whereas  the  product,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  not  act  as  a  potent  germicide,  disinfectant,  or  fungicide,  destroy 
bacteria  and  fungi,  provide  clinically  clean  diapers,  or  protect  babies,  and  the 
net  contents  of  each  of  the  containers  of  the  product  was  less  than  1  quart. 

On  June  27,  1951,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

129.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Colorado  .44  Emulsifiable  Concentrate" 

and  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton  Spray  40-20"  and  lack  of  registration  of 

"Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton  Spray  40-20."    U.  S.  v.  Chemical  Corporation 

of  Colorado,  a  corporation.    Plea  of  guilty  to  counts  one,  two,  and  three. 

Fine  of  $100  on  each  of  counts  one  and  two  and  $200  on  count  three,  or  a 

total  of  $400.     Counts  four,  five,  and  six  dismissed.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  146. 

I.  D.  Nos.  19242,  20592,  20593,  21S34,  and  21835.) 

An  analysis  of  the  product,  "Colorado  .44  Emulsifiable  Concentrate,"  showed 

that  it  contained  less  than  44  percent  of  technical  chlordane,  and  an  excess  of 

56  percent  inert  ingredients. 

The  product,  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton  Spray  40-20,"  was  not  registered 
under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  July  18,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Colorado, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
an  information  against  Chemical  Corporation  of  Colorado,  a  corporation,  alleg- 
ing that,  on  or  about  March  3,  1950,  the  corporation  shipped  48  4-ounce  containers, 
48  8-ounce  containers,  24  1-pint  containers,  and  12  1-quart  containers  of  "Colo- 
rado .44  Emulsifiable  Concentrate,"  from  Denver,  Colo.,  to  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah, 
and  that,  on  or  about  June  12,  1950,  the  corporation  shipped  5  5-gallon  cans 
and  1  55-gallon  drum  of  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton  Spray  40-20,"  from  Denver, 
Colo.,  to  Artesia,  N.  Mex. 

In  count  one  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "Colorado  .44  Emulsifiable  Con- 
centrate" was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  prod- 
uct bore  the  statement : 

<i*     *     * 

ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS  :  Percent 

TECHNICAL   CHLORDANE* 44 

INERT   INGREDIENTS 56 

TOTAL 100 

♦Equivalent  to  26.4%  Oetachloro,  4.7-Methano-tetrahydroindane  and 
17.6%  related  compounds. 

whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  44  percent  technical  chlordane  and  in 
excess  of  56  percent  inert  ingredients. 

In  count  two  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "Colorado  .44  Emulsifiable  Con- 
centrate" was  adulterated  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  standard 
or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  since  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of 

the  product  stated : 

<<*     *     * 

ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS  :  Percent 

TECHNICAL   CHLORDANE* 44 

INERT  INGREDIENTS 56 

TOTAL 100 

♦Equivalent  to  26.4%  Oetachloro,  4.7-Methano-tetrahydroindane  and 
17.6%  related  compounds. 

*     *     *» 

whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  44  percent  technical  chlordane  and  in 
excess  of  56  percent  inert  ingredients. 
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In  court  three  it  was  alleged  that  the  product,  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton 
Spray  40-20,"  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  required 
by  section  4  of  the  Act. 

In  count  four  it  was  alleged  that  the  product,  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton 
Spray  40-20,"  did  not  have  affixed  to  each  of  its  immediate  containers  a  label 
bearing  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  con- 
tainers. 

In  count  five  it  was  alleged  that  the  product,  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton  Spray 
40-20,"  was  misbranded  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statements : 

«<*     *     * 

Percent 
Toxaphene       (technical      chlorinated      camphene      67-60% 

chlorine) 40 

DDT   (dichloro  diphenyl  trichloro  ethane)    Min.  Set.  Point 

89°   C 20 

Petroleum  Solvent 40 

#  *     *» 

and  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  the  product  contained  less 
than  40  percent  of  toxaphene  and  less  than  20  percent  of  dichloro  diphenyl 
trichloroethane. 

In  count  five  it  was  alleged  that  the  product,  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton 
Spray  40-20,"  was  further  misbranded  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  a  proper 
ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act  and  the  regulations  since  the  in- 
gredient statement  on  the  labels  of  the  product  did  not  name  as  an  ingredient 
a  2,4-dichlorophenoxyacetic  acid  derivative  which  was  an  active  ingredient  con- 
tained in  the  product. 

In  count  five  it  was  alleged  that  the  product,  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton 
Spray  40-20,"  was  further  misbranded  in  that  its  labels  did  not  contain  a  warning 
or  caution  statement  which  was  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  to 
prevent  injury  to  living  man  and  other  vertebrate  animals. 

In  count  five  it  was  alleged  that  the  product,  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton  Spray 
40-20,"  was  further  misbranded  in  that,  when  used  as  directed  or  in  accordance 
vrith  commonly  recognized  practice,  it  was  injurious  to  vegetation,  except  weeds, 
to  which  it  was  applied. 

In  count  six  it  was  alleged  that  the  product,  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton  Spray 
40-20,"  was  adulterated  in  that  a  substance,  to  wit,  a  2,4-dichlorophenoxyacetic 
acid  derivative,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  product. 

In  count  six  it  was  alleged  that  the  product,  "Colorado  .44  Brand  Cotton  Spray 
40-20,"  was  further  adulterated  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  since  its  labels  stated  in 
part: 

Percent 

Toxaphene  (technical  chlorinated  camphene  67-69%  chlorine 40 

DDT  (dichloro  diphenyl  trichloro  ethane) 20 

*  *     *>> 

whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  40  percent  of  toxaphene  and  less  than 
20  percent  of  dichloro  diphenyl  trichloroethane. 

The  defendant  corporation  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  counts  one,  two,  and  three 
of  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  on  count  one,  a  fine  of  $100 
on  count  two,  and  a  fine  of  $200  on  count  three,  or  a  total  of  $400.  Counts  four, 
five,  and  six  were  dismissed. 

130.  Misbranding  and  adulteration  of  "2  In  1  Hubbard  Weed-Kil  Lawn  Food 
6-10-4  Turf  Food  with  2,4-D."  U.  S.  v.  566  10-pound  bags,  more  or  less, 
of  "2  In  1  Hubbard  Weed-Kil  Lawn  Food  6-10-4  Turf  Food  with  2,4-D." 
Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No. 
147.     I.  D.  No.  19606.) 

An  examination  of  the  product,  "2  In  1  Hubbard  Weed-Kil  Lawn  Food  6-10-4 
Turf  Food  with  2,4-D,"  showed  that  the  net  weight  of  the  contents  of  the  con- 
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tainers  was  less  than  the  10  pounds  stated  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers 
and  that  the  product  contained  less  sodium  salt  of  2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic 
acid  than  stated  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers.  The  examination  also 
showed  that  the  strength  or  purity  of  the  product  fell  below  the  standard  or 
quality  stated  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers. 

On  May  22,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Connecticut, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  566 
10-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "2  In  1  Hubbard  Weed-Kil  Lawn  Food  6-10-4  Turf 
Food  with  2.4-D,"'  at  Portland,  Conn.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic 
poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  March  1,  1951,  by 
Goulard  and  Olena,  Inc.,  from  Skillman,  N.  J.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  nnsbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
containers  of  the  product  bore  statements  relative  to  the  product  and  its  ingredi- 
ents which  were  false  or  misleading  since  the  labels  stated  in  part: 

'TO  LBS.  NET 
*     *     * 

ACTIVE  INGREDIENT  AS  HERBICIDE:                                 Percent 
Sodium  Salt  of  2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic  Acid* 0.  30 

INERT  INGREDIENTS : 

Fertilizer  Raw  Materials 99.  70 

♦Equivalent  to  2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic  Acid 0.  20 

*     *     *» 

whereas  the  net  contents  of  the  containers  were  less  than  10  pounds  and  the 
product  contained  less  than  0.30  percent  sodium  salt  of  2,4-Dichlorophenoxy- 
acetic acid. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  in  that  its  strength  or  purity 
fell  below  the  standard  or  quality  stated  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of 
the  product  since  the  labels  stated  in  part : 

«*     *     * 

ACTIVE  INGREDIENT  AS  HERBICIDE:  Percent 

Sodium  Salt  of  2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic  Acid* 0.  30 

INERT  INGREDIENTS: 

Fertilizer  Raw  Materials 99.  70 

♦Equivalent  to  2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic  Acid 0.  20 

*     *     *» 

whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  0.30  percent  sodium  salt  of  2,4-Dichloro- 
phenoxyacetic acid. 

Goulard  and  Olena,  Inc.,  of  Skillman,  N.  J.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product, 
requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance 
with  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  October  15, 
1951,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product 
be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

131.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  labels  of  "Kapsulate." 

U.  S.  v.  3,300  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Kapsulate."    Default  decree  of 

condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  148.     I.  D.  No. 

22140.) 

The  product,  "Kapsulate,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 

Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.     An  examination  of  the  product  showed  that  the 

labels  affixed  to  the  containers  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or 

measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

On  June  5  ,1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  3,300 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Kapsulate,"  at  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  that  the  product 
was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  March 
16, 1951,  by  Kelly  Agricultural  Products  Co.,  from  McKeesport,  Pa.,  in  wolation  of 
the  act. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear 
a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

On  April  9,  1952,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

132.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  labels  and  misbranding 

of  "Excelsior  Rodent  Killer."  U.  S.  v.  6,900  containers,  more  or  less,  of 
"Excelsior  Rodent  Killer."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release 
under  bond.     ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  149.     I.  D.  No.  22141. ) 

The  product,  "Excelsior  Rodent  Killer,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  showed  that  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  state- 
ment nor  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the 
containers. 

On  June  5,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  6,900 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Excelsior  Rodent  Killer,  at  Chicago,  111.,  alleging 
that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate, 
on  or  about  March  2,  1951,  by  Jacob  Hoerner,  from  Lemay,  Mo.,  in  violation  of 
the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name 
and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving 
the  name  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending- 
order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  in  the  product. 

Jacob  Hoerner,  of  Lemay,  Mo.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product,  requested 
its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance  with  the  act, 
and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  March  27,  1952,  a 
decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be 
released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

133.  Lack  of  registration  of  "Farmcraft  Chlordane  Emulsion  Concentrate  (Tech- 

nical Chlordane — 72%),"  "Farmcraft  Chlordane  Emulsion  Concentrate 
(Technical  Chlordane— 36%),"  "5%  Deenate  with  Sulphur,"  and  "10% 
Deenate  with  Sulphur."  U.  S.  v.  23  1-quart  containers,  more  or  less,  of 
"Farmcraft  Chlordane  Emulsion  Concentrate  (Technical  Chlordane — 
72%),"  9  5-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Farmcraft  Chlordane 
Emulsion  Concentrate  (Technical  Chlordane — 36%),"  154  50-pound  con- 
tainers, more  or  less,  of  "5%  Deenate  with  Sulphur,"  and  90  50-pound 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "10%  Deenate  with  Sulphur."  Consent 
decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  150. 
I.  D.  Nos.  21307, 21308,  21309,  and  21310.) 

The  products,  "Farmcraft  Chlordane  Emulsion  Concentrate  (Technical  Chlor- 
dane— 72%),"  "Farmcraft  Chlordane  Emulsion  Concentrate  (Technical  Chlor- 
dane — 36%),"  "5%  Deenate  with  Sulphur,"  and  "10%  Deenate  with  Sulphur," 
were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act. 

On  June  13,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Cali- 
fornia, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  23  1-quart  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Farmcraft  Chlordane  Emulsion  Con- 
centrate (Technical  Chlordane — 72%),"  9  5-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of 
"Farmcraft  Chlordane  Emulsion  Concentrate  (Technical  Chlordane — 36%),"  154 
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50-pound  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "5%  Deenate  with  Sulphur,"  and  90  50-pound 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "10%  Deenate  with  Sulphur,"  at  Tulelake,  Calif., 
alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  transported 
interstate,  on  or  about  May  S.  1951,  and  April  11,  1951,  by  Farmcraft  Chemicals, 
from  Wilsonville.  Oregi,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

Craig  Eagleson  of  Wilsonville,  Oreg.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  products,  re- 
quested their  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them  into  compliance 
with  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  November 
1,  1951,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  prod- 
ucts be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 
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